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1.0 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION
1.1 Project History

The project location is approximately 25 miles wafsDivide, Montana, to the
south of Highway 43. Currently the majority of thed owned by the Spear
Colorado, LP (K.L. Spear) is inaccessible due tadpsurrounded by government
owned lands that do not have roads running throligim. The United States
Forest Service lands to the south, BLM lands toaast, State lands to the east
and the Big Hole River to the north surround theperty. Ranch Equipment
used in management of the property accesses tlte side of the Big Hole River
by fording. The proposed bridge would eliminateding of the river and provide
administrative access to public lands year round.

Since the draft EA was circulated some of the comtrissues have been
incorporated into this final draft.

1.2 Proposed Action

The proposed project is a bridge crossing the RitgHRiver to allow year round
access to approximately 411 acres of private ptg@erd to allow administrative
access to state and federal lands. The proposgetpwould include
approximately 1200 L.F. of a 16 foot wide graveddpa 20 foot long timber or
concrete bridge, and 220 foot long cable stay lerioler the Big Hole River.

1.3 Proposed Project Area Description

The proposed project is located in Beaverhead araténda-Deer Lodge
Counties off of Highway 43, approximately 25 milgsst of Divide within the
following legal description:

Township  Range Section
2N 13 W 35
A location map is shown in Figure 1-1.




PROPOSED
RIDGE
LOCATION

Figure 1-1 Project Location Map
1.4 Purpose of the Proposed Action

The purpose of this project is to access privat@iyied lands south of the Big
Hole River so as to be able to manage the landighvémber thinning and
agricultural use. Utilities including electric atelephone would also be installed
to allow for future construction.
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES

This section describes the alternatives that weveldped for the proposed bridge
project, explains which ones were retained baseithi@n ability to meet the Purpose and
Need, and describes alternatives that were elimihiom further evaluation.

2.1 Development of Alternatives

Five alternatives were developed and considerethisiproject.

The No-Build Alternative would maintain the exigginonditions, leaving
the property to the south side of the Big Hole Rimaccessible except by
fording.

Alternative A is shown in white in Figure 2-1 argdain 18 foot wide road
beginning at the Dickie Bridge crossing north ofSé/River, Montana off
of Highway 43. It would require more than ten raité road to be built or
improved through United States Forest Service lands

Alternative B is shown in green in Figure 2-1 anolNd involve a 260
foot bridge and approximately 3275 L.F. of grawsd.

Alternative C is shown in light blue in Figure 2afd includes two
bridges, a 220 foot long bridge and a 20 foot &jddong with
approximately 1200 L.F. of gravel road connectimgitghway 43.
Alternative D is shown in red in Figure 2-1 ancis18 foot wide road
beginning at the Dickie Bride crossing north of @River, Montana off
of Highway 43. This alternative would require mémnan eight miles of
road to be built or improved through State, BLMd gmivately owned
lands.
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Figure 2-1 Alternatives
2.2 Alternatives Evaluation Process

Alternative Aproposes to access the property from the soutie. pfoposed 10
mile, 18 foot wide gravel roadway would begin a fickie Bridge crossing and
follow the Big Hole River north then curving to teeuthwest following Bryant
Creek and then finally turning back to the nortbngl Pony Creek. The first 6
miles would follow existing roadways. The next eppmately 2 miles of the
road would require expanding and widening Unitemteé¥t Forest Service (USFS)
trails. The final two miles along Pony Creek wobklnew road construction. A
review of the United States Forest Service mapmefarea shows that the trails
are 4x4 quality trails at best and would necessidarge amount of
improvements.

A grading analysis was performed and a profileneféxisting ground was
developed and is shown in Figure 2-2. Since the follows river and creek
beds there is potential for disturbing wetlands shown in Figure 2-8 numerous
drainages would be crossed using this alternafiee land through which the
road would be constructed is heavily forested andld/require removal of trees.
The road would be constructed up and over theidelland would be visible from
far away, disturbing the view shed. Year roundeasavould also not be possible
with this alternative.

The wildlife biologist for the Montana Fish Wildéfand Parks (MFWP) has said
that alternative A is impractical and should bectgd from further consideration.
The USFS has also said that they would not sugparad going across Forest
Service land to access private land, when therger access from adjacent
private lands.

Figure 2-2 Profile Alternative A



Alternative Bwould require a 260 foot bridge crossing the BadRiver and
about 3275 L.F of gravel roadway. However, thdisaof the Big Hole River at
this alternative location is in a deep pool are@d @way not be very stable. This
could result in additional construction before tlesign life of the bridge would
normally warrant. The approach onto the highwauldde located on a curve
and would have safety concerns relating to sigttadces. A profile of the
existing ground for this alternative is shown belowrigure 2-3.

Figure 2-3 Profile Alternative B

Alternative Cproposes a 220 foot bridge crossing the Big HoleiRa 1200 L.F.
gravel roadway connecting to Highway 43 and antaudil 20 foot bridge
crossing a wetland flood area created by an aighition channel. A 20 foot
bridge is proposed in place of a culvert to allbw seasonal water to pass
underneath more freely than would be possible withlvert. The 220 foot
bridge would be a single span bridge with the aleutisiplaced outside of the
river channel. The environmental footprint woukrbinimal when compared to
the other alternatives, as shown in Table 2.1.

Additionally, historic photos and research sugg#ss this section of the river is
stable and would not be as subjective to the meargland migration of the river
as alternative B is; as can be seen from Figurea@d 2-6. This location also
minimizes visual impacts. The alignment of HighwiBynear this location is
such that the bridge would only be visible for appmately 1.5 minutes from the
window of a moving vehicle. Also, a recreationisiating on the Big Hole River
would only be able to see the bridge for approxatyat5 minutes. A profile of
the existing ground for this alternative is showrkigure 2-4.

PROPOSED BRIDGE
20' BRIDGE

0 200 400

™ ™
Figure 2-4 Profile Alternative C
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Figure 2-6 2006 Aerial photo



Alternative Dproposes an 8 mile road beginning at the Dickieldicrossing,

off of Highway 43, and follows existing public raatbr approximately 2.5 miles.
The road would then enter the Ralston Ranch prgperd BLM land before
crossing into the Reinhardt Ranch. Approximatetyi®s of road through State
lands would also need to be constructed befordyineaching K.L. Spear
property. The 3 miles of road through the Statel$awould include
approximately 1.5 miles of existing trails/loggirgads. Numerous drainages and
wildlife crossings would be disturbed using thiteedative. The profile of the
existing ground for alternative D is shown in Fig@-7. A landownership map is
shown in Figure 2-8.

The Reinhardt’'s and Ralston’s have both been ctedand neither owner would
be interested in granting an easement to K.L. Sjeelawnild a road across their
property to access his. Furthermore the wildlif@dmist for the MFWP has said
that alternative D is impractical and should bectgd from further consideration.

| RALSTON RANCH RENHARDT RANCH Eﬁﬁ‘

Figure 2-7 Profile Alternative D
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Figure 2-8 Landownership Map (Approximate based orthe best available information
LEGEND provided by cadastral.mt.gov/)

———— ALTERNATIVE A
——————— ALTERNATIVE B

ALTERNATIVE C
———— ALTERNATIVED

——— DRAINAGES



2.3 Alternatives Eliminated from Further Evaluation

Alternative’s A and D have large environmental foaits, as shown in Table 2-1,
which along with the comments from the MFWP, théeS&nd the private
property owners has eliminated them from furthexl@ation. The footprint for
Alternatives A and D is a 30 ft. wide area along lgngth of roadway.

Alternatives A and D propose 18 ft. wide roads asrsteep terrain that would at a

minimum effect 6 ft. of land to either side of tload.

Alternative B’s potential for reconstruction in thear future due to migration of
the river along with highway access and safety eomchas eliminated it from
further evaluation as well. Alternative C has aimial environmental footprint,
crosses a stable section of the river, and prowdas round access to the
property owned by the K.L. Spear on the south sfdbe Big Hole River.

Table 2.1
Alternative Comparison-Physical Impacts
Criteria Alternative A| Alternative B| Alternative C | Alternative D
L.F. Roadway 54992 3275 1200 43905
L.F. Bridges 0 260 240 0
Estimated total
earthwork 120000 3600 1300 130000
(cubic yards)
Impacted area: 44 12 6 335

Footprint (Acres)




2.4 ldentification of the Preferred Alternative

Alternative C has been selected as the prefertethative due to its ability to
satisfy the purpose and need of the proposed preyade minimizing the
impacts when compared to the other alternativego Oridges are required for
alternative C. The small bridge is proposed toimize wetland habitat impacts.
The larger bridge will span the entire width of tig Hole River with no piers
placed in the waterway.

The banks will be minimally affected by the newusture and restoration of
Arctic Grayling habitat along this section of tlieer will be incorporated into the
construction plans following the recommendationthefU.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service’s “Candidate Conservation Agreements wisksukance”. This agreement
is between non-Federal property owners and theFistsand Wildlife Service.
The agreement ensures that property owners whaotaslly agree to manage
their lands or waters to remove threats to thei@@tayling receive assurances
against additional regulatory requirements shoudd $pecies be subsequently
listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).

Jim Magee with the MFWP and the previous ownerth®efproperty now owned
by K.L. Spear completed conservation projects enLhiMarche Creek Tributary
to improve the health of the system. K.L. Spearlheen in contact with Mr.
Magee and plans to continue with these effortderAhtive C is illustrated in
more detail in Figure 2-9.

PROPOSED 16" WIDE

i g OAD APPROXIMATELY
' 1200 IN LENGTH

ZO'BRIDGE—/
PROPOSED SINGLE

LANE BRIDGE

Figure 2-9 Alternative C (Preferred Alternative)
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3.0 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

3.1 Land Use/ Right-of-Way and Easements/ Utilities
Land Use

The proposed project lies almost entirely on pavands, except where the
bridge crosses the Big Hole River. The state avasiver bed from ordinary
low water mark to ordinary low water mark. The &&gion in the immediate
project area is dominated by evergreen forestg/engtasses, and willows. The
Big Hole River runs from the southwest to the neatt through the proposed
project area and is used primarily for recreatidishling.

The land owned by K.L. Spear to the north and éosibuth of the Big Hole River
is currently used for cattle ranching. The propésds an agricultural lease to a
local rancher by the name of John Reinhardt. MinRardt manages weeds,
fences and runs cattle on the property from Jihe September 1. By
providing access to the southern property thiscosgd be expanded on.
Neighboring ranching or irrigation practices wibitrbe affected by the proposed
project.

The small 20 ft bridge has been proposed in placelgerts to avoid restricting
the flow of water through the channel. No existimmgation features will be
affected by the proposed project.

Right-of-Way and Easements

A portion of the Big Hole River, that the projecbsses, is owned by the state; a
Right of Way in the form of an easement will needé obtained from the
Montana Department of Natural Resources and Coasernv(DNRC). The
bridge will span the river bed and no physical ¢tarttion, improvements, or
disturbance will be required on state property.

Utilities

No utilities have been observed within the propgs@gect area. No utility
relocations are anticipated, although new powergmahe lines will be placed
under the roadway during construction. The appboaor a Right of Way for
the anticipated utilities was included in the DNB&ement application.

-10 -



Mitigation

An application for an easement in state lands kas lsubmitted to the DNRC
unit in Dillon. The DNRC has subsequently informfgatlerson Engineering that
the State will not move forward with the easememtliaation until all other
necessary permits have been secured. These perahitde:

» 310 Permit from the Beaverhead Conservation Distric

* 310 Permit from the Anaconda-Deer Lodge Consermdistrict

* Nationwide 404 Permit from the Army Corps of Engire

* Big Hole River Conservation Development Permit frAmaconda-Deer

Lodge County

* Anaconda-Deer Lodge Development Permit

 MDOT Approach Permit

* Floodplain Permit from Beaverhead County

* Floodplain Permit from Anaconda-Deer Lodge County

The 310 permit from the Beaverhead Conservatiotribisvas issued on August
22, 2008. The 310 permit from the Anaconda-DeealgeoConservation District
was issued on August 19, 2008. The NationwidepHimit from the Army
Corps of Engineers was issued on July 25, 200& Big Hole River
Conservation Development permit from Anaconda-D&elge County has not
yet been issued. The DOT Approach permit was assueOctober 20, 2008.
The Floodplain permit from Beaverhead County wageasl on October 24, 2008.
The Floodplain permit from Anaconda-Deer Lodge Gguras not yet been
issued. Copies of all the approved permits cafobed in Appendix A. K.L.
Spear and Anderson Engineering will comply withtl# permits and conditions
listed there in.

-11 -



3.2 Social

This section describes general community charattesias well as park and
recreational opportunities found near the propgsefect area.

The population in the proposed project area isaasgy distributed ranching
community. Highway 43 also carries traffic to sumding and nearby
recreational areas. As shown in Figure 3-1, High¥&is the main access road
for small towns in the area and access for camaitghiking trails.

CAMPING (AREA

HIKING TRAILS

Figure 3-1 Area Recreation Map

According toPaddling Montanay Hank and Carol Fischer the most heavily
floated section of the Big Hole lies between Divatel Glen, which is
downstream of the project location. Fishermen aatevfow! hunters also
occasionally float from Wisdom to Wise River thrbupe proposed project
location. The MFWP and local outfitters were cated by Anderson
Engineering to determine if any statistical infotioa is available pertaining to
the number of floaters/recreationists that usesdation of the river that the
bridge would cross. Currently no such informat®available.

-12 -



The local community has voiced concerns regardppy@priate setbacks from
normal high flows to avoid injury to the bridge aamdiequate clearance so that the
structure would not pose a barrier to floaterse Pploposed bridge has been
designed to allow the abutments to be placed aitsidhe ordinary high water
marks on both sides of the river to minimize flastrictions on the river as much
as reasonably possible. Also, the proposed bridgddihave a 6.8 ft clearance
between the bottom of the bridge deck and the vsatdace elevation during
normal flows. An agreement would also be filed thauld insure the immediate
removal of debris from the river in the event dagdure.

K.L. Spear is interested in participating in a Biddanagement plan that would
be included in the agricultural plan as a benefithe public. The agricultural
plan is a work in progress and currently includes:management, timber
thinning and a grazing plan. Block Management ke part of a cooperative
program between private landowners and MFWP. BMakagement helps
landowners manage hunting activities and providespublic with free hunting
access to private land, and sometimes to adjacestlated public lands. Block
management plans can include fishing access asawéig game hunting. There
is no direct charge to hunt on Block Managemenddariees for Block
Management are assessed automatically when yoa hugting license
(MFWP). The easement would guarantee public acgedsr an approved Block
Management plan.

The appearance of the bridge also seems to be eokegrn for many individuals
in the community. Anderson Engineering has takénissue into account from
the beginning and has made every effort to designdge that is as unobtrusive
as possible. The width of the bridge deck has Ibegnced to 12 ft verses the
standard 24 ft and is 21 inches in depth. Thegeridill be constructed of self-
weathering steel that turns brown. There will bemddle pier in the river and
willows will be transplanted around the outsideha bridge abutments.

The road leading up to the bridge would be buijrade and be reinforced with
riprap to allow floodwaters to flow directly ovdrd roadway without causing the
road material to be washed away. A cross secfitimearoadway is shown in
Figure 3-2. The incorporation of the small 20tfbndge along the roadway is
proposed to avoid restricting the natural flow after through the irrigation
channel that eventually flows into the Big Hole &iv No new diversion of
irrigation waters are proposed by this project.

18" LIFT OF RIP-RAP- | "

6"-12" OVERSIZED MATERIAL
\ FLOOD FLOW

DIRECTION

/NATLR'U\L GROUND

'CENTER LINE

AT GRADE ROADWAY

Figure 3-2 Road Cross Section
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Additional benefits to the public would include @asement for the state to access
landlocked state lands from K.L. Spears propentyifober thinning and fire
management. The property value would also be ¢&gdo increase, as would

the taxes assessed on the property. The properg bn the land are currently
around $200 per year.

Mitigation

Bridge abutments outside of the ordinary high watark

6.8 foot clearance between the bottom of the brakgk and the water
surface during normal flows

An agreement that insures immediate removal ofidébthe event of a
bridge failure

Block Management program

12 foot bridge deck width

21 inch bridge deck depth

Self-weathering steel

No middle abutment

Transplanted willows around the bridge abutments

At grade road reinforced with riprap

Small 20 foot bridge verses culverts

Easement for the state to access landlocked siads from K.L. Spears
property

Increased taxes

-14 -



Travel/Access

This project would involve an existing approachaffHighway 43. Overall, the
Proposed Action would have minimal effects on higgwperation and safety, as
we are using an existing Montana Department of §partation (MDOT)
approved approach so there would be no site distantocation issues.

The Big Hole River is a navigable waterway andxiglered every year by
floaters and other recreationists. Travel on thercan start at Jackson Montana
where the Big Hole River begins; as the outletkihBer Lake in the Beaverhead
Mountains. The bridge clearance between the bottiotime bridge deck and the
top of the water surface elevation has been degitpreahe 100-year storm event;
however the recreationists who float the Big HoleeRwould normally be doing
so at average flows. The average flow was caledlas the 10-year flow. The
clearance issues associated with floating undehitgtevay department bridge
downstream near Melrose Montana will not be expegd at the LaMarche
Creek Ranch Bridge.

Mitigation

» Additional reflectors will be installed at the appch to Highway 43.

* A new approach permit was applied for and was ssuneOctober 20,
2008

» 5 foot clearance during the 100-year storm event
* 6.8 foot clearance during normal flows

- 15 -



3.3 Floodplains

A floodplain analysis has been prepared in the ggegd project area around the
Big Hole River by Anderson Engineering; this anays being reviewed by the
floodplain administrators for both Beaverhead amé&@onda-Deer Lodge
Counties and further analysis maybe necessaryt axatbers listed in this report
are subject to change.

Cross sections were surveyed and then HEC-RAS nmgaehs used to
determine the floodway and the floodplain. Wates®&urces Investigations
Report 03-4308 titletlethods for Estimating Flood Frequency in Montana
Based on Data through Water Year 19@&ten by Charles Parrett and D.R.
Johnson was utilized for calculating the 100-yéaw$ on the Big Hole River.
The report provided many different regression equatthat could be used to
calculate flood flows. The regression equationgsiimating flood frequency on
gaged streams was chosen since there are gagastati the Big Hole River at
Wisdom (upstream) and at Melrose (downstream). Wéater report provided all
the data for the gaged stations necessary to asegnession equation. The
drainage area for the project location was detegthursing USGS quads.

The equation is as follows:

log —log
logQ, =109Q; ¢, + (l Oroz Qo

0g DA, —log DA,
Where

jx(log DA, —logDA,)

log is the base 10 logarithm,

Qru isthe T-year flood at the ungaged site, in ctibat per second,

Qrci1 isthe T-year flood at the upstream gaged siteubic feet per second,
Qrc2 isthe T-year flood at the downstream gaged siteubic feet per second,
DAg, is the drainage area at the downstream gagedrsggquare miles,

DAg: is the drainage area at the upstream gaged gitaresmiles, and

DAy isthe drainage area, at the ungaged site, irequges.

The 100-year flow at Wisdom is 9020 cfs and the-{€ar flow at Melrose is
17200 cfs, according to the afore mentioned wapont. As a result the
100-year flow calculated at the project locationgaged site) is 12300 cfs.
These numbers were compared to the numbers inighedde RiverFlood Plain
Management Studpyepared by the United States Department of Adrcel
According to the Big Hole River Study the 100-y#aw at the end of the study
area just upstream from Wise River, Montana is 0296. The LaMarche Creek
Ranch Project site is upstream from the end oBilgeHole River Study and
would be expected to have slightly lower flows.

-16 -



The change in water surface elevation due to tiggérwon the main channel of
the river is 0.07 ft. Figures 3-3 and 3-4 show HEAS cross sections of the
main channel of the river before and after the tranton, respectively, of the
proposed single span bridge over the Big Hole Rividre change in water
surface elevation due to the bridge on the sidarmlas 0.43 ft. Figures 3-5 and
3-6 show HEC-RAS cross sections of the side chamefelre and after the
construction, respectively, of the proposed 20 foober or concrete bridge.

BH and SC Plan: No bridge 8/26/2008
Cross Section four
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Figure 3-3 Big Hole River Cross Section Pre-Constietion
Big Hole Bridge Plan: With bridge 8/27/2008
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Figure 3-4 Big Hole River Cross Section Post-Conaiction
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BH and SC Plan: No bridge 8/26/2008
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Figure 3-5 Side Channel Cross Section Pre-Construon
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Figure 3-6 Side Channel Cross Section Post-Constriign

The issue of ice jamming has been brought up by lmeesrof the local
community and has also been modeled in HEC-RA8§urEs 3-7 and 3-8
illustrate the ice jamming event before and atherd¢onstruction of the bridge,
respectively. Real time data from the USGS wehgés used to model the flows
for the ice jamming event. The gage site downstraaMelrose, Montana has
been monitored since the winter of 1923 and thesitelprovides a table with the
monthly flow rates from then until now. Assumirget‘winter” months are
October thru April the highest recorded flow vaisi®515 cfs in April of 1943.
This value was used to model the ice jamming egeah though Melrose is
downstream of the proposed bridge location anchbéiseably higher flows, to
provide a conservative analysis.
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As shown in Figures 3-7 and 3-8 the ice jam ocoatsrally with or without the
bridge due to a change in grade of the river biuk ice and water will still be
able to move across the floodplain as the roadbeilbuilt at-grade and reinforced
with riprap to allow water and ice to move ovediiring flooding and/or ice jam
events without washing away the road material.

Big Hole Bridge Plan: Ice Jam-No bridge 9/2/2008
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Figure 3-7 Big Hole River Ice Jam Profile Pre-Constction

Big Hole Bridge Plan: Ice Jam-with bridge 9/2/2008
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Figure 3-8 Big Hole River Ice Jam Profile Post-Cortsuction

Mitigation

» Clear spanning the river from high water mark tghhivater mark
* Placing the bridge abutments outside of the orgiihggh water marks

» Constructing a small 20 foot bridge verses a sefiesilverts over the
side channel

* Road built at-grade with riprap reinforcement
* Floodplain permits from both counties affected Iy bridge
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3.4 Wetlands

Impacts to wetlands are regulated by the U.S. A@ugps of Engineers (COE)
and the EPA. Under both the COE and the EPA réguka (33 CFR 328.3), the
term “wetlands” means those areas that are inuddateaturated by surface or
ground water at a frequency and duration sufficiersupport, and that under
normal circumstances do support, a prevalencegdétaéion typically adapted for
life in saturated soil conditions. The proposegjgut area was delineated by
Anderson Engineering and it was determined thatDdatres of wetlands would
be affected. All wetland delineations were condddbllowing the Routine COE
Method outlined in the 1987 manual. The Army CarspEngineers does not
require any mitigation when the affected wetlant®ant to less than 1/10 of an
acre.

Mitigation

* None required per the Nationwide 404 permit from Atmy Corps of
Engineers that was issued on July 25, 2008
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3.5 Water Quality

The Montana Department of Environmental Quality (BAD) is required by
Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act to identifygrioritize those waters for
which total maximum daily loads (TMDLSs) are needddhese loads are an
assessment of the amount of pollutant a water badyreceive and not violate
water quality standards. The TMDL determines howcm®pollutant load” a

lake or stream can assimilate. The Big Hole Risenonitored by the state. The
proposed bridge is located on the middle Big Hole.

According to the EPA the most current report aldddor this water body is
2006 and it states that: TMDL'’s are needed for eogmd lead levels as well as
for the water temperature on in the Big Hole Rivelowever the Montana state
has yet to provide the TMDL reports to the EPA.

In general, there would be an increase in the tatdhce area of gravel area from
the new road and construction of the bridge undePreferred Alternative. The
construction of road surface area decreases thalbpgermeability of substrate
and increases the rate and quantity of surfacerwateff. Although minor, the
increased surface water runoff and removal of \&get has increased potential
for erosion, transport of dissolved and particutaietaminants, and for
sedimentation.

Mitigation

The following erosion and sediment control featwwdkbe used as necessary on
site during construction and shall remain in plac8l final stabilization is
complete. Details from the MDOT “Erosion and SeeitnControl Best
Management Practices” for some of the followingtonis are provided in
Appendix B.
» Silt Fences
» Preservation of Existing Vegetation
* Temporary Seeding
» Erosion Seeding
» Periodic water sampling upstream and downstreatneoproject location
* The new bridge over the Big Hole River would beigiesd in
coordination with appropriate resources and permgitigencies and a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) bellprepared and
followed.

The Preferred Alternative would require field moning/oversight to minimize
temporary impacts to the water quality due to cmresion. If material exceeding
allowable limits did enter the Big Hole River duginonstruction, it would be
removed in coordination with state and federal watality regulations.
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3.6 Water Bodies, Wildlife Resources, and Habitat

Wildlife Resources

The proposed project area contains relatively kigglity habitat for mammals,
ungulates, birds, reptiles, and amphibians. Ducmigstruction activity, more
mobile species such as adult birds, elk, moosge learnivores, and other mid-
size to large mammals generally move to adjacdnitdta to avoid direct
mortality from construction activities. Tempordogs of nesting, foraging, and
cover habitat may occur from temporary vegetatiearing for construction
staging activities. Grass and forbs would begiretmver immediately and re-
establish over subsequent growing seasons.

Temporary project impacts may be offset by thelaldity of additional

habitat(s) present in the surrounding United Statesst Service lands, Bureau of
Land Management lands, and State lands that cotft@aiBeaverhead and Deer
Lodge National Forests. These lands include @manvetland, and upland

habitats.

Fisheries and Aquatic Resources

The Big Hole River is classified as “trout wategt fits entire length by MFWP.
According to the Montana Fisheries Information 8gs{MFISH), on a scale of
1-6 with 1 being the best rating, the Big Hole Rikiabitat was rated as 2 in the

proposed bridge area.

From the Fishtrap Access Site, just upstream optbposed bridge site, the Big
Hole River enters the canyon stretch. No significapids are encountered and
there are lots of riffle sections and a few stretcthat have moderate sized
waves. The Big Hole River is free flowing for @atire course and has been
designated as a “Blue Ribbon” fishery. Table &tslfish species documented by
MFISH in the proposed project area.

Table 3.1

Fish Species Documented in the Big Hole Riveear the Proposed Project Area

Scientific Name Common Name Abundance in project @a | Native?
Thymallus arcticus montanus Arctic Grayling Common Yes
Salvelinus fontinalis Brook Trout Rare No
Salmo trutta Brown Trout Common No
Oncorhynchus mykiss Rainbow Trout Abundant No
Catostomus catostomus Longnose Sucker Common Yes
Lota lota Burbot Common Yes
Prosopium williamsoni Mountain Whitefish Abundant Yes
Rhinichthys cataractae Longnose Dace Common Yes
Cottus bairdii Mottled Sculpin Common Yes
Catostomus platyrhynchus Mountain Sucker Rare Yes
Catostomus commersonii White Sucker Common Yes

No changes to instream habitat are anticipated thelPreferred Alternative
given that the bridge will span the entire widthttod river.
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Mitigation

The proposed activities will comply with the MFWHRe MDEQ), and all other
state or federal regulations for the preventioalmatement of erosion, water
pollution, and siltation.

The following measures will be taken to preveniyan and sedimentation of
adjacent property, streams, rivers, wetlands cgrathrface waters:
* No chemicals, fuels, lubricants, bitumens, raw gmyand other wastes
will be allowed to enter state waters.
* No mechanical equipment will be operated in angastr or river.
* No material will be dumped or spilled from the gmuent into the
streams, rivers, or wetlands.
* No wash water from cleaning any concrete relatedpegent will be
allowed to enter the streams, rivers, ripariansreawetlands.
* Sediment controls for drainage from topsoil stoldgistaging areas and
access roads will be provided.
» Streambanks will be reclaimed as close as possiliteeir pre-disturbed
conditions.
* No water flow or fish passage will be restrictedidg construction.

In general State Standards and the Minimum Devedopr8tandards for private
bridges (17.47.100) from Butte-Silver Bow Suppletiga. 4,8-05 will be
followed for bridge construction activities. But&her Bow County Ordinances
will be used as neither Beaverhead nor Anaconda-Da#dge Counties have any
ordinances in place in regard to private bridgestmation.

These actions will assist in preventing or reducimany of the direct and indirect
impacts described.
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Species of Concern
Plant Species

(Lemhi @eadtoungg)

- .

Information found on the Montana Natural HeritagegPam (MNHP) website
indicated Lemhi Beardtoung@énstemon lemhien}is a vegetative species of
concern, which has been listed within the propgsegect vicinity.

Lemhi Beardtoung’s habitat as observed and destbhlgghe MNHP website
consists of moderate to steep, east- to southwestef slopes, often on open
soils. The Lemhi Beardtoung is a regional endeimat occurs only in southwest
Montana and adjacent Idaho. The species is piyrsEnsitive to negative
impacts associated with drought conditions anddiingpression. Additional
impacts to populations are occurring from noxiogew invasion, primarily
spotted knapweed in the Bitterroot region.

Direct impacts to Lemhi Beardtoung include the reai@f plants during
construction. Potential indirect impacts may regoim the hydrologic

alterations and the spread or introduction of nogiveeds. Many populations do
however, grow partially or entirely on road banks.

Noxious weeds and invasive non-native speciesicpéatly spotted knapweed,
may be present in the vicinity of Lemhi Beardtourigthese weedy species were
left unmanaged (i.e., allowed to spread or incrélasie densities following
construction) they may indirectly impact Lemhi Bataung through crowding,
shading, or increased competition, making the habisuitable. Impacts to
Lemhi Beardtoung from direct removal, altered hyogg, and weeds due to the
construction will not impact the viability of th@ecies regionally, but may reduce
the viability of the species locally.
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Animal Species

Table 3.2 lists all sensitive species potentiadyrfd in the proposed project area.

Table 3.2

Sensitive Species with Potential to Occur near ¢ghProposed Project Area

>0

Scientific Common Name| Status Habitat
Name
. . Wide range of habitats including desert
Myotis inoed .| Sensitive hrubland brush land and dland
Thysanodes Fringed Myotis (BLM) shrublands , sagebrush-grassland and woodlan
(Ponderosa pine forest , Oak and Douglas-fir
Sensitive . . :
Accipiter Northern (BLM Mature Iarge-tract_conn‘er forests with a h|gh
. canopy cover, relatively steep slope and little to
Gentilis Goshawk and sparse underarowth
USFS) P 9
Sensitive Dense coniferous and hardwood forest, pine}
Strix Nebulosa| Great Gray Owl (BLM) spruce, paper birch, poplar, and second-grow;
especially near water
Euphydryas Gillett's . Open, moist conifer forests; moist meadows;
S Sensitive :
Gillettii Checkerspot stream sides
Sensitive Mountain forests (primarily coniferous) in the
. (BLM ; d /
Gulo Gulo Wolverine and western mountains, especially large wilderness
USFS) areas
Sensitive
Martes . (BLM Dense coniferous or mixed forests with dens
. Fisher )
Pennanti and overhead cover, large interconnected tracts
USFS)

1%

Fringed Myotis

e
0
i1}
3
a
o
a
'8
¥

The Fringed Myotis is listed by the BLM as a sausispecies. The Fringed
Myotis is found primarily in desert shrub landsgelarush-grasslands, and
woodland habitats. They have only been observédiointana during June to
September, which is a good indicator that they atggout of state for the cold
winter months. The Fringed Myotis is a highly melspecies and during
construction activity they will generally move tdjacent habitats to avoid direct
mortality from construction activities.
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Northern Goshawk

The Northern Goshawk is listed as a sensitive ggeniall National Forests and
on all the BLM lands in Montana. It is also a F&irelan Management Indicator
Species in the Beaverhead and Deer Lodge NatiawakE The Northern
Goshawk nests generally in mature large-tract eofdrests with a high canopy
cover relatively steep slopes and little to sparsgergrowth. They would be
expected to be inhabitants on the south side oBifp¢lole River (Beaverhead
County). This property backs up to United Statesest Service Lands. The
Northern Goshawk will generally move to adjacertitads to avoid direct
mortality from construction activities.

Great Gray Owl

[}
-

DRAKE BARTON

The Great Gray Owl is listed as a sensitive spdnyate BLM. The Great Gray
Owl is the largest owl species in North America &wes in dense coniferous and
hardwood forests usually near water. They wouléxjgected to be inhabitants
on the south side of the Big Hole River (Beaverh€adnty). The Great Gray
Owl is a highly mobile species and during constarcactivity will generally
move to adjacent habitats to avoid mortality froomstruction activities.
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Gillette’s Checkerspot

Euphydry=s gilletti

The Gillette’s Checkerspot is not currently manalggdhe BLM or the USFS.
They are however ranked as a category G3 by ther&l@onservancy, which is
defined as very rare or local throughout its raog®und locally in a restricted
range. Their habitat consists of open, moist esridrests, moist meadows, and
stream sides. The Gillette’s Checkerspot will galyg move to adjacent habitats
to avoid direct mortality from construction acties.

Wolverine

The Wolverine is listed as a sensitive speciesdilf the USFS and the BLM.
They have a tendency to occupy higher elevatiosansmer lower elevations in
winter within a large home range. Their Montanhits consists generally of
coniferous mountain forests and possibly riparig@as in the winter. The MFWP
regulates trapping to one wolverine per person saakon along with other
requirements. The Wolverine will generally moveathacent habitats to avoid
direct mortality from construction activities.
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Fisher

- R e T
e, a7 =

The Fisher is listed as a sensitive species bY®&IeS and the BLM. Fisher are
smaller than wolverines and have a longer tailatwver, longer overall
appearance. Their habitat consists of dense congeor mixed forests with
dense overhead cover. They have a large home samgar to their close

relative the Wolverine. Fishers were extinct inritama by the 1930’s however
reintroduction efforts over the last fifty yearssbaesulted in the reestablishment
of small populations. The MFWP restricts trappafidrishers to 7 animals per
year. The Fisher will generally move to adjacertitads to avoid direct mortality
from construction activities.

No direct, indirect or cumulative effects on anytlod animal species of concern
listed above are expected as a result of this [seghproject.
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Aquatic Species

rctic Graylig )

The Arctic Grayling, a species of concern, havenbsecumented in the proposed
project vicinity by the MFWP and the MNHP. The AccGrayling are listed as
present and “common” by MFISH. The fluvial Arctrayling occurred
throughout the upper Missouri Headwaters upstre@reat Falls at the time of
Lewis and Clark’s voyage through Southwest Montahle last remnants of this
river-dwelling population exist only in a portiofi the upper Big Hole River, with
a range that represents approximately 5% of thsiofic range.

The upper Missouri River basin population once aated a high priority for
Endangered Species A&SA) listing by the United States Fish & Wildlife
Service (FWS). In preparation for an ESA listinfgg FWS began implementing a
"Candidate Conservation Agreement with Assuran@@€AA). This agreement
would protect cooperating landowners from beingsponited under the ESA
"takings" clause so long as they fulfill specificligations, spelled out in a
contractual arrangement and intended to restordwinedling population. Today
approximately 30 landowners in the Big Hole RivaisB have signed the
CCAA, which comprises 130,000 acres of land, alometthird of the private
land in the Upper Big Hole. Landowners are progegdn a variety of projects
to improve the Arctic Grayling’s habitat; such aflow planting to stabilize
stream banks, fencing to keep cattle away fronbtrks, installing stock water
wells that use less water and provide an altenvater source for cattle, and
improving irrigation efficiency. The MFWP has alisoplemented catch and
release regulation for the remaining population.

On 24 April 2007, the FWS removed Big Hole Rivea@mng from ESA
candidacy based on arguments that (1) the rangaflpopulations should not
have been "lumped together” with the more commke-thwelling populations
and (2) the Montana Grayling populations are ingiggmt and their loss would
be inconsequential given the presence of thriviogutations in Alaska. As a
result of the FWS removing the Arctic Grayling frahe candidacy list; Dr. Pat
Munday with the Center for Biological Diversity, dreration of Fly Fishers and
Western Watersheds Project and George Wuerthreeneef Montana fishing
guide filed suit on November 15, 2007 to try anerse the decision.
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Direct impacts of the Preferred Alternative inclymtgential short-term increases
in fine sediment carried by the Big Hole River aigriconstruction of the bridge.
No instream activities are included in the Pref@idternative. No long-term
impacts to fish passage are anticipated.

Mitigation

The LaMarche Creek Tributary flows through K.L. 8pe property before
entering the Big Hole River. According to MFWP otee past 5 years the
LaMarche Creek Tributary has had the highest abwelaf Arctic Grayling for

all the Big Hole River tributaries. The reasonngetihat LaMarche Creek is much
cooler, has an intact riparian community, good cleghhealth and suitable in
stream flows.

The previous landowners, in conjunction with MFVRIlt wildlife friendly
fencing to protect riparian vegetation and streamkis from livestock, developed
a grazing plan and constructed 11 pools along #iddrche Creek Tributary to
enhance holding habitat for the Arctic Grayling.LKSpear has made generous
donations to the Arctic Grayling Recovery Progrard has been in contact with
Jim Magee from the MFWP. K.L. Spear plans to curgithe efforts initiated by
the previous owners along the LaMarche Creek Tayuand along the Big Hole
River in accordance with the CCAA. These effortand include:

* Willow or native species planting on the Big Holw&.

» Fish screen and appropriate irrigation infrastreeeto control flows on the

lower ditch.
» Possible enhancement of the wetlands located ondtik end of the

property.
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Noxious Weeds

From the Invaders database system created by tiverdity of Montana in
Missoula twelve category one weeds have the pateotioccur near the proposed
project area (Table3.3).

Table 3.3
Noxious Weeds with Potential to Occur Near thBroposed Project Area
Scientific Name Common Name Area Considered Noxious
Cirsium Arvense Canada Thistle State of Montana
Linaria Dalmatica Dalmatian Toadflax State of Montana
Centaurea Biebersteinii Diffuse Knapweed State of Montana
Convolvulus Arvensis Field Bindweed State of Montana
Cynoglossum Officinale Houndstongue State of Montana
Euphorbia Esula Leafy Spurge State of Montana
Leucanthemum Vulgare Oxeye Daisy State of Montana
Acroptilon Repens Russian Knapweed State of Montana
Centaurea Maculosa | Spotted Knapweed State of Montana
Linaria Vulgaris Yellow Toadflax State of Montana
Potentilla Recta Sulfur Cinquefoil Beaverhead County
Tanacetum Vulgare Common Tansy Beaverhead County

The potential impact of noxious weeds is dependardonstruction activities, the
surrounding vegetation community type, and weedagament. Construction
activities have the potential to increase noxioeedavinfestation area and
densities throughout the proposed project aredls Bmught in for construction
may provide better habitat for weeds than nativke $¢oxious weeds are
opportunistic. Soil disturbance increases thefaskew invasive species and for
spreading resident noxious weeds throughout thegsex project area.
Construction of the roadway and bridges may affiesgious weed spread in the
proposed project areas with effects varying by waezties.

Mitigation

» Efforts will be made to minimize ground disturbanleeugh the design of
steeper side slopes and construction staging areas.

» All construction equipment will be inspected priorbringing them on site
to insure that they are free of any dirt or weedsfprevious job sites.

* Noxious weed plans will be filed with both Beavealeand Deer Lodge
Counties.

» Construction activities will comply with the Montamoxious Weed Law,
follow the requirements of the Noxious Weed Managet\ct, Title 7,
Chapter 22, Part 21 MCA and comply with all couaityl contract
noxious weed control requirements.
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3.7 Threatened/Endangered (T/E) Species

The threatened and endangered species potenfi@bted by this project were
identified through the MFWP website by county. Theer Lodge and
Beaverhead National Forests in the proposed prujeiciity provide a suitable
habitat for the Grizzly Bear (Ursus arctos hori#)jlthe Canadian Lynx (Lynx
canadensis), the Gray Wolf (Canis lupus), Bald Eglglaliaeetus leucocephalus),
and Ute Ladies Tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis)e [i8t on the MFWP website
however, has not been updated since April 200#thBuresearch concluded that
the grizzly bear was removed from the threatenedisp list in April 2007, and
the bald eagle was removed from the endangeredesdest in August 2007.

Canadian Lynx
4 ' - - >

The Canadian Lynx is a North American mammal that close relative of the
Eurasion Lynx, but closely resembles the BobcdteiThabitat consists mostly of
subalpine forests typically staying within a horaage of 100 miles. The
Canadian Lynx population directly follows the snéws hair population as this is
their primary source of food. The state of Montdoas not currently allow any
trapping of the Canadian Lynx; however poachingsdmeeur. The Canadian
Lynx population has declined due to habitat logs la@cause people trap them for
their fur. The Canadian Lynx were listed as adtered species under the
Endangered Species Act as of March of 2000.
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Gray Wolf

The Grey Wolf is mammal of the order Carnivora ahdres a common ancestry
with the domestic dog. The Gray Wolf lives in paci 8 to 35 members with a
dominant pack leader referred to as the alpha.y Tege for life and usually only
the alpha pair breeds. The Gray Wolf has a vegelaange and has lived in all
habitats in the Northern Hemisphere except forit@gorests.

The Grey Wolf was one of the first species listeder the Endangered Species
act in 1973. Reintroduction of the Gray Wolf tale and Montana began in
1995 after years of controversy and litigation.fde reintroduction was
approved by the courts a compromise was reach&ebetranchers and the
proponents of wolf reintroduction regarding theetttrto stock from wolf killings.
The Defenders of Wildlife set up a “wolf compeneatfund” that would use
donated moneys to pay ranchers market value fostrtk that is lost to wolf
depredation.

These reintroduced populations have thrived anddéke decision to delist the
Northern Rocky Mountain distinct population on Ma&8, 2008. The FWS has
said that this distinct population of wolfs has exded its recovery goals and no
longer needs the protection of the ESA. Howevedwy 18, 2008 the U.S.
Federal District Court in Missoula, Montana issagareliminary injunction that
immediately reinstated the ESA protections forhuethern Rocky Mountain
distinct population. This injunction will remain place until the case is finalized.

Determination of Effect

The Canadian Lynx and the Gray Wolf are expectaddwe to adjacent habitats
to avoid direct mortality from construction actieg. No direct, indirect or
cumulative effects on either the Canadian Lynxher&rey Wolf are expected as
a result of this proposed project.
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Ute Ladies Tresses

i

In January 1992, the Ute Ladies Tresses orchiddeagnated as threatened in its
entire range by the FWS. The Ute Ladies Tressgsdrs a native perennial,
terrestrial orchid characterized by whitish, stoutgent flowers. The orchid
occurs along riparian edges, gravel bars, old oshdnwgh flow channels, and
moist to wet meadows along perennial streamsypically occurs in stable
wetlands and seepy areas associated with old lapdgeatures within historical
floodplains of major rivers. The Ute Ladies Treskave been observed in
southwestern Montana and the base of the eastgra sf the Rocky Mountains.
Declines in Ute Ladies Tresses abundance andldistyh has been caused by
dams and diversions that interrupt stream floodiyges, urbanization resulting

in habitat loss, season-long grazing, recreatiosealof riparian habitats, and weed
infestations. This species also has a very lowosctive rate which makes it
even more vulnerable.

Determination of Effect

Direct impacts to Ute Ladies Tresses include tineoseal of plants during
construction. Potential indirect impacts may regoim the hydrologic

alterations and the spread or introduction of negiwveeds. Noxious weeds and
invasive non-native species, particularly spottedgweed, may be present in the
vicinity of the Ute Ladies Tresses. If these wespgcies were left unmanaged
(i.e., allowed to spread or increase their derssfaiowing construction) they
may indirectly impact the Ute Ladies Tresses thiroaigwding, shading, or
increased competition, making the habitat unsugtalrinpacts to Ute Ladies
Tresses from direct removal, altered hydrology, @wedds due to the construction
will not impact the viability of the species regaily, but may reduce the viability
of the species locally. However, the COE has mdpipe occurrences of the Ute
Ladies Tresses in Montana and has informed Anddesgmeering that it is
highly unlikely that the Ute Ladies Tresses inhalé project area.
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3.8 Cultural/Archaeological/Historic Resources

A record search of the State HistdAreservation Office (SHPO) website found
no cultural sites recorded in the immediate proyanity. A letter was sent to
SHPO on April 15, 2008 requesting confirmationte aiforementioned
information. SHPO responded on April 16, 2008 mawbmmended that a
cultural resource inventory be conducted sinceetlaee two previously recorded
sites within the designated search local. Stepheore with Vigilante Electric
Cooperative, Inc. in Dillon, Montana was hired das performed a cultural
resource inventory (SHPO Project #2008041604)rehkelts are as follows:

“During the course of the inventory, no culturadearces were observed within
the road right-of-way or the bridge sites (the &t#tMontana properties). A
small group of rock piles were seen west of thechenad; however, the
occurrence of rusty cans and non-ionized glassldainvestigator to believe
these are fairly recent cow camps. Two chert 8akere observed in the NW %,
NE ¥4 section 35 while loading the boat used to sxtee south side of the river.
They are well out of the project area.

Due to the negative amount of cultural materialeobsd during the inventory and
the minor surface disturbing activities proposed iinlikely that any significant
cultural resources will be encountered during amesion of this project. The
intensity of the survey leaves a low probabilitgttany cultural resources within
the project area were overlooked.”

Mitigation

In the event that significant cultural resources@iscovered during construction
all construction activities will be stopped and SHWRill be notified.

Construction activities and operations will not tone until further
inspections/research is completed and reviewedHBCh

-35 -



3.9 Visual

The Big Hole River is approximately 156 miles laanad runs from Jackson,
Montana to Twin Bridges, Montana where it joins Beaverhead River to form
the Jefferson River. According to local fly fisgiblogs the most popular fishing
is during the “Salmon fly” hatch in late May to &unCurrently there are
approximately 12 bridges on the Big Hole River.e Rreferred Alternative
would require a 220 foot bridge to be built ovex Big Hole River. The bridge
will clear span the river and have enough clearameathstand a 100-year flood
event. A very similar bridge to the proposed beidbgilt by Anderson
Engineering and Sahale Bridge is shown in Figuée 3-

e —

Figure 3- Meriwether Bridg (Sahe Bridge and Anlerson Engineering)

Two types of bridges were considered for this pripje through truss bridge and
a cable stayed bridge. The through truss bridgeesof the oldest types of
modern bridges and has a very simple design. Hemtée substantial span
length would require the through truss bridge tdob#dt with 13 foot high trusses.
Through truss bridges are also typically best dsedtraight alignments, which is
not the case in this particular location. The at@n of the southern bank of the
river is considerable higher than the northern bahkese elevation differences
would require the bridge deck to be placed at thteoln of the 13 foot high
“walls” of the truss bridge. The thick appearanta through truss bridge can
also serve as a distraction to passing drivers.

Cable stayed bridges on the other hand have a cootemporary design that is
fairly complex. The cable stayed design offerserftexibility than the ridged
through truss allows. The cables used for thgsestpf bridges are very
economical as they allow a slender and lightercttine, but yet are still able to
span great distances. The modern yet simple agppeaof the cable stayed
bridge has made them very popular as attractivedestiohct landmarks in recent
times. Ultimately the cable stayed bridge was ehdsr this project, a computer
rendering of both styles of bridges is shown inuFgg 3-10 and 3-11.

No long-term visual impacts from the bridge areé@pated. A passerby driving

along Highway 43 would be able to see the bridgepproximately 1.5 minutes

from the window of a moving vehicle. A recreatisiiioating down the Big Hole
River would be able to see the bridge for approxaétyal 5 minutes.
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Mitigation

Figure 3-9: ale StadBn ge

Figure 3-10: hrough russ Bridg

Bridge built following the Butte-Silver Bow Bridgeérdinances, when
applicable.

Constructed of self-weathering steel that turnsvoro

Clear spanning the river, no middle abutment.

21 inch deep and 12 foot wide deck with two 40 toeters.

6.8 foot clearance during average flows, 5 footrauf00-year flows.
Willows will be transplanted around the bridge abets and towers.

Any development near the bridge will meet the Bgd-River
Ordinances and go through the Beaverhead and/arohwa-Deer Lodge
County Planning Departments.
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3.10 Construction Impacts

During construction, surface water runoff couldcoataminated by spills of
petroleum products, lubricants, and hydraulic fliu@n construction equipment.
There is potential for short-term water quality awfs due to increased erosion
and sedimentation during construction activities.

Mitigation

* The use of the BMP’s listed in section 3.5 Wateal@y and in the
SWPPP

* The project’s contractor would be subject to atestand local laws to
minimize construction noise by having mufflers dinreguipment.

* Dust control would also be implemented by usingegitvater, or another
approved dust-suppressant.

* There would be a spill prevention and emergencyasoment plan made
to provide for mitigation of any impacts relatedstalls.

» All construction debris, refuse, etc. will be reredvrom the site and
disposed of in an appropriate location/facility.

* In general State Standards for limiting constructimmpacts will be
followed for bridge and road construction actistie

3.11 Cumulative Impacts

Many of the landowners along the Big Hole Riverdaccess to the other side by
county/state bridges or by existing roads. AndeiSongineering completed a
preliminary study of landownership along the BigléiRiver to determine how
many other potential private bridge could be pregposThe results showed that
only two other property owners, the Kampenschro#go\wnstream and the Bacon
Ray Ranch upstream, have similar situations. Hewevprecedent is not being
set as no two circumstances are exactly the same.

Pete Kampenschroer recently submitted a proposhkt8utte-Silver Bow
planning department for a bridge. However as dbfer 8, 2008, according to
the Montana Standard newspaper, the planning deeatthas denied the
proposal.

- 38 -



3.12 Regulatory Requirements

The following permits, authorizations, and/or notitions under the Clean Water
(33 U.S.C. 1251-1376, as amended) are required:

310 Permits from Beaverhead and Anaconda-Deer LGdgeservation
Districts

Floodplain Permits from Beaverhead and Anaconda-Degge Counties
Nationwide 404 Permit

Navigable Rivers Land use License/Easement fronDthRC

MDOT Approach Permit

Anaconda-Deer Lodge Development Permit

Copies of the approved permits can be found in AgpeB.
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3.13 Mitigation Summary

Land Use/ Right-of-Way and Easements/Utilities

An application for an easement in state lands leas lsubmitted to the DNRC
unit in Dillon. The DNRC has subsequently informfgttlerson Engineering
that the State will not move forward with the easatruntil all the necessary
permits have been secured. These permits include:

310 Permit from the Beaverhead Conservation Distric
310 Permit from the Anaconda-Deer Lodge Conserndiistrict
Nationwide 404 Permit from the Army Corps of Engire

Big Hole River Conservation Development Permit frAamaconda-Deer
Lodge County

MDOT Approach Permit
Floodplain Permit from Beaverhead County
Floodplain Permit from Anaconda-Deer Lodge County

Bridge abutments outside of the ordinary high watark

6.8 foot clearance between the bottom of the bratkpk and the water
surface during normal flows

Agreement that insures immediate removal of debrike event of a
bridge failure

Block Management program

12 foot bridge deck width

21 inch bridge deck depth

Self-weathering steel

No middle abutment

Transplanted willows around the bridge abutments

At grade road reinforced with riprap

Small 20 foot bridge verses culverts

Easement for the state to access state land fror8pg€ars property
Increased taxes

Travel/Access

Additional reflectors will be installed at the appch to Highway 43.
A new approach permit was applied for and was tsuneOctober 20,
2008

5 foot clearance during the 100-year storm event

6.8 foot clearance during normal flows
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Floodplains

» Clear spanning the river from high water mark tghhivater mark

* Placing the bridge abutments outside of the orglihggh water marks

» Constructing a small 20 foot bridge verses a s@fiesilverts over the
side channel

* Road built at-grade with riprap reinforcement

* Floodplain permits from both counties affected Iy bridge

Wetlands

* None required per the Nationwide Clean Water ACZ gérmit from the
Army Corps of Engineers that was issued on Jul\22883

Water Quality

The following erosion and sediment control feasurdll be used as necessary
on site during construction and shall remain ircelantil final stabilization is
complete. Details from the MDOT “Erosion and SeelmnControl Best
Management Practices” for the following controls provided in Appendix

B.

» Silt Fences

» Preservation of Existing Vegetation

* Temporary Seeding

* Erosion Seeding

» Periodic water sampling upstream and downstreatneoproject location

* The new bridge over the Big Hole River would beigiesd in
coordination with appropriate resources and permgitigencies and a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) bellprepared and
followed.

The Preferred Alternative would require field monihg/oversight to
minimize temporary impacts to the water quality ttmeonstruction. If
material exceeding allowable limits did enter thg Bole River during
construction, it would be removed in coordinatioithvgtate and federal water
guality regulations.
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Water Bodies, Wildlife Resources, Habitat

The proposed activities will comply with the Depaent of Fish, Wildlife and
Parks, the Department of Environmental Quality, alhdther state or federal
regulations for preventing or abatement of erosmgater pollution, and
siltation.

The following measures will be taken to preventiytan and sedimentation

of adjacent property, streams, rivers, wetlandstloer surface waters:

* No chemicals, fuels, lubricants, bitumens, raw sgyand other wastes
will be allowed to enter state waters.

* No mechanical equipment will be operated in angastr or river.

* No material will be dumped or spilled from the g@uent into the
streams, rivers, or wetlands.

* No wash water from cleaning any concrete relatedpeagent will be
allowed to enter the streams, rivers, ripariansreawetlands.

* Sediment controls for drainage from topsoil stoldgistaging areas and
access roads will be provided.

» Streambanks will be reclaimed as close as possiliteeir pre-disturbed
conditions.

» No water flow or fish passage will be restrictedidg construction.

In general State Standards and the Minimum Devedoprtandards for
private bridges (17.47.100) from Butte-Silver Boup$lement No. 4,8-05
will be followed for bridge construction activitieButte-Silver Bow County
Ordinances will be used due to the fact that neieaverhead nor Deer
Lodge Counties have any ordinances in place inrdetgaprivate bridge
construction.

These actions will assist in preventing or reducimany of the direct and
indirect impacts described.
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Threatened/Endangered (T/E) Species

The LaMarche Creek Tributary flows through K.L. &pe property before
entering the Big Hole River. According to MFWP oWee past 5 years the
LaMarche Creek Tributary has had the highest amwwlaf Arctic Grayling
for all the Big Hole River tributaries. The readwging that LaMarche Creek
is much cooler, has an intact riparian communiogdychannel health and
suitable in stream flows.

The previous landowners, in conjunction with MFVRilt wildlife friendly

fencing to protect riparian vegetation and streamkis from livestock,

developed a grazing plan and constructed 11 pdéaigdhe LaMarche Creek

Tributary to enhance holding habitat for the Arciiayling. K.L. Spear has

made generous donations to the Arctic Grayling RegoProgram and has

been in contact with Jim Magee from the MFWP. KSpear plans to

continue the efforts initiated by the previous oven@ong the LaMarche

Creek Tributary and along the Big Hole River in@cdance with the CCAA.

These efforts would include:

* Willow or native species planting on the Big Holw&.

» Fish screen and appropriate irrigation infrastreeeto control flows on the
lower ditch.

» Possible enhancement of the wetlands located ondtik end of the

property.

The Canadian Lynx and the Gray Wolf are expecteddue to adjacent
habitats to avoid direct mortality from constructiactivities. No direct,
indirect or cumulative effects on any of the Caaadiynx or the Grey Wolf
are expected as a result of this proposed project.

Direct impacts to Ute Ladies Tresses include tineoseal of plants during
construction. Potential indirect impacts may regud the hydrologic
alterations and the spread or introduction of negizveeds. Noxious weeds
and invasive non-native species, particularly sbkinapweed, may be
present in the vicinity of Ute Ladies Tressesthdse weedy species were left
unmanaged (i.e., allowed to spread or increase die@isities following
construction) they may indirectly impact Ute Ladigssses through
crowding, shading, or increased competition, makirgghabitat unsuitable.
Impacts to Ute Ladies Tresses from direct remaltdred hydrology, and
weeds due to the construction will not impact trabiity of the species
regionally, but may reduce the viability of the sigs locally. However, the
Army Corps of Engineers has mapped the occurreviciee Ute Ladies
Tresses in Montana and has informed Anderson Eagigethat it is highly
unlikely that the Ute Ladies Tresses inhabit theigqut area.
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Cultural/Archaeological/Historic Resources

In the event that significant cultural resourcesdiscovered during
construction all construction activities will b@pped and SHPO will be
notified. Construction activities and operationi mot continue until further
inspections/research is completed and reviewedHBCh

Visual

» Bridge built following the Butte-Silver Bow Bridg@rdinances.

» Constructed of self-weathering steel that turnsvoro

» Clear spanning the river, no middle abutment.

* 21inch deep and 12 foot wide deck with two 40 footers.

* 6.8 foot clearance during average flows, 5 footrduf00-year flows.

* Willows will be transplanted around the bridge abents and towers.

* Any development near the bridge will meet the Bgjd-River
Ordinances and go through the Beaverhead CouniyiPig Department.

Construction Impacts

* The use of BMP’s listed in section 3.5 Water Quyadihd the SWPPP

* The project’s contractor would be subject to atatand local laws to
minimize construction noise by having mufflers dinreguipment.

* Dust control would also be implemented by usingegitvater, or another
approved dust-suppressant.

* There would be a spill prevention and emergencyaioment plan made
to provide for mitigation of any impacts relatedstuills.

» All construction debris, refuse, etc. will be reredvfrom the site and
disposed of in an appropriate location/facility.

* In general State Standards for limiting constructimpacts will be
followed for bridge and road construction actistie
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COMMENT LETTERS



4.0 COMMENT LETTERS

4.1 Wayne Hadley-Mad Dog Hunters and Anglers

From: Wayne Hadley <whadley @wildblue.net>
Subject: Big Hole Bridge Proposal
Date: May 22, 2008 8:58:09 AM MDT
To: LF and Floss Thomas and Corcoran <lfandfl@msn.com>

Tim Egan

DNRC ' CD/C,% P
730 North Montana Street /4 42 C/ MQ/?
Dillon MT 59725 // ﬁ—e c[

ferF g}//l'fﬁ

-We have reccived-your letter dated 15 May-regarding-a-propesel by K1 and Jape-Spear for an-easement for a
bridge spanning the Big Hole River. It is unclear whether this message should be construed as a scoping
message since it states that comments are sought under MEPA. Since no MEPA document seems available,
we are assuming that this is a scoping notice and will respond in that fashion,

Crble
In general, we would not object in principle to the construction of a 8. bridge over the Big Hole River but
feel such an endeavor should be subject to stringent conditons owing the the potential impacts to public
recreation and safety.

Dear Mr. Egan:

Among these concerns are:

1. Sufficient set backs on both banks to allow normal high flows to pass without injury to the suppert
structure. Perhaps the 20 or 50 year floodplains would be appropriate boundaries.

2. Adequate height so that the structure would pose no barrier to passage by wading or floating recreationists
at the highest reasonably anticipated flows.

3. Some binding agreement to insure that in the case of bridge failure the applicants would be responsible for
the immediate removal of debris to protect public safety.

4, Construction in such a manner as to present the least obtrusive appearance on the viewscape.

When a complete MEPA document is available for public comment, we wish to receive it at the earliest
possible moment. Further, given the potentially contentious nature of this proposal, we look forward to a
rigorous and thorough review document from DNRC and a broad spectrum of distribution to all potentially
affected or interested parties.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal.

Sincerely,

Mad Dog Hunters and Anglers

Wayne Hadley/ //%74/\}4’&_ 5;25% rres é/‘”’/afé 7{
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4.2 Tony Schooner-Skyline and Anaconda SportsmenGlubs

JUN ~ 3 RECD

Public Lands/Water Access Association, Inc.

Post Office Box 2 s Ramsay, Montana 53748-0002 s Email: plaai@imt.net = 406-782-1560
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4.3 Craig Fager-MFWP

Montana Fish,
) Wildlife ® Paris

730 North Montana July 7, 2008
Dillon, MT 59725

Montana DNRC
Attention: Tim Egan
730 North Montana
Dillon, MT 59725

Dear Tim:

This letter is in reference to the LaMarche Creek Ranch Environmental Assessment (EA).
I have reviewed the document and provide the following comments relative to the
wildlife values in the area, the EA and the general issue scoping you requested.

The LaMarche Creek Ranch provides seasonal habitat for elk, mule deer and moose.
Moose are the only year-round resident big game animals as snow depth forces other
species to winter range at lower elevations in the Big Hole and other watersheds. A
limited number of antelope may migrate through the north side of the property. Small
numbers of white-tailed deer may be observed in the summer months in both LaMarche
Creek and the Big Hole.

The gray wolf, black bear and mountain lion are common species in the Big Hole and all
three species would be expected to use or travel through the LaMarche Creek Ranch.
Mink, pine marten, river otter, muskrat and beaver are fairly common furbearing species
in the area. Wolverine may be occasional, transient visitors to the property. Coyote and
fox are common predatory species. At this time there are no known grizzly bears in the
West Pioneers but this species is expected to occupy this range in the coming decades.
FWP is currently evaluating several reported grizzly bear sightings in the Pioneers with
remote cameras and will advise you if we confirm the presence of one or more grizzly
bears.

The upper Big Hole River and tributaries produce numerous species of waterfowl, game
and migratory birds. Mallard, teal, widgeon, gadwall and Canadian geese are the most
common waterfowl species. Numerous sandhill cranes nest in the Big Hole Valley. Bald
eagles are common in the river corridor along with numerous other species of hawk and
falcon. Three species of grouse-ruffed, spruce and blue- can be found in the upland
habitats in the Big Hole.

From a wildlife perspective we view EA alternatives A and D as being completely
impractical and agree that they should be rejected from further consideration. Both of
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these alternatives would fragment wildlife habitat along long corridors with virtually no
public benefit.

The preferred alternative (alternative C) produces few direct impacts to wildlife or their
habitat. The greatest threat to wildlife and their habitat is the development the bridge
could support and that is well beyond the scope of the EA. We can reasonably project
waterfowl hunters accustomed to floating through this stretch of the Big Hole will have to
be more cautious around the bridge and development sites. There is also some potential
of increased avian mortality from collisions with the bridge support wires. The exact risk
of such mortality is beyond my expertise to determine.

The proposed bridge provides no public access benefit, making the project a much larger
social issue centered around the existing character of the Big Hole River. The issue of
administrative and management access was brought forward as a public benefit of the
bridge. I see very little public benefit to administrative access and question what could
be accomplished in terms of management without substantial new roads or trails on the
south side of the river. FWP would oppose any permanent roads or trails on public lands
accessed via the proposed bridge as they would be exclusive in use to whoever controls
the bridge.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. [ would ask that you please
keep me informed of developments on this project. I will plan on attending the meeting
scheduled for July 25, 2008.

wildlifé Biologist

C: Jim Olsen
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4.4 Jim Olsen-MFWP

Montana Fish,
| Wildlife (R Parks

Montana FWP
1820 Meadowlark Ln.
Butte, MT 59701

June 13, 2008
Deer Lodge Conservation District
Beaverhead Conservation District
Mile High Conservation District
DNRC

Dear all interested parties;

This letter will serve as both my comments to the DNRC regarding the proposal to
construct a bridge over the Big Hole River downstream of Lamarche Creek and my team
member comments for the 310 applications for the appropriate Conservation Districts. After a
review of the application and an on-site inspection of the proposed crossing, [ am very concerned
about the potential impacts of a bridge across the river at this location. While the bridge does
span the high water mark, there is still, in my opimon, sigmficant risk of substantially altering
the hydrology of the river at this location, which may cause impacts to the fisheries habitat and
potentially increased erosion. My main concern is with the potential of ice jams at the location
and the impacts ice jams may have as a result of blocking significant pertions of the floodplain
with road fill and bridge abutments where flood and ice flows would likely move through. This
area of the river is very prone to ice scour and ice jams. Notably, this spring when the ice began
to move a jam formed approximately 2-3 miles downstream of the proposed bridge site. The
river was dammed off completely by ice and the water and ice flows spread across the
floodplain. Grass from river flows was deposited as high as the top wire on barbed wire fences
along the highway. However, because the river had an undisturbed floodplain at this location,
there was very little damage to the bed and banks of the channel and the natural hydrology of the
area where the jam occurred was unchanged. The only damage noted was the scarring of
willows along the riverbank. In contrast, constructing a bridge and blocking off or filling
floodplain areas where traditional ice and flood flows have occurred could substantially increases
the potential for flooding, erosion and alteration of the natural state of the river channel. The
formation of ice jams and ice flows are unpredictable as are their impacts. Because of this
unpredictability and the propensity of this area to form ice jams, I feel strongly that this project
has a strong potential to significantly increase the risk of erosion and hydrological changes in the
event of an ice jam at the bridge crossing. Such impacts could negativelv impact the fishery of
the Big Hole River, particularly for artic grayling.

I also do not feel that the EA provided enough information to eliminate Alternatives A and D.

These two alternatives provide access through existing and constructed road to Spears private
land on the south side of the river. The EA states that Alternatives A and D have "large
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environmental footprints" and provide a road profile and table of disturbance (linear feet and
cubic yards). However, the EA does not define "footprint". There is no discussion on the effects
on fish, wildlife, vegetation soils etc., or on the positive or negative aspects for potential access
for the public and land managers. There is also no discussion of whether these alternatives were
discussed with the private landowners or the managing agencies. I do not feel that enough
information was provided in the EA that would eliminate these two alternatives and conclude
that Alternative C (the Bridge) is the preferred alternative.

The Big Hole River, particularly through the upper reaches where the bridge is proposed, is very
pristine. There are very few places like the Big Hole valley left in Montana or in the lower 48
states where traditional practices have been maintained and the landscape is very similar to what
it looked like 100 years ago. While my duty as a Fisheries Biologist is to review the project
based upon its potential impacts to the river, its habitat and fisheries, I also feel it is appropriate
to represent the recreationists who frequent the Big Hole River for fishing and other forms of
recreation. It was very clear from our meeting on site that sportsmen and recreationists are very
much against the construction of the bridge because of its impacts on the visual quality of the
river corridor and for other potential recreational related reasons. I am aware of fishermen who
fish this particular reach of river, not because the fishing is better than any other reach of the
river, but because the river is so pristine and natural. While it is duly noted that new
developments have been made up and down the Big Hole River, actions by local governments,
aided by locally based conservation and sportsmen’s groups have pushed for laws and
ordinances to reduce development impacts on the aesthetic quality of the river corridor and other
related impacts. Because of the size, location and extent of the bridge, I feel this bridge will take
away from the natural beauty of the river and will reduce the quality of experience for
recreational users of the river.

Given the potential unpredictable impacts to the hydrology of the river, particularly related to
ice, and the subsequent affects on fisheries habitat, it is my recommendation to the Conservation
District Boards that the 310 permit for constructing a bridge be denied. I would recommend the
landowner consider other alternatives to accessing his property on the south side of the river than
a bridge at this particular location. Please feel free to contact me with any questions (533-8451).

Sincerely,

Jim Olsen
Regional Fisheries Biologist
Big Hole River

C: Bruce Rich, FWP
Vanna Boccadori, FWP
George Grant Trout Unlimited
Anaconda Sportsmen
Big Hole Watershed Committee
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4.5 Darren Olsen-USFS

Marlene Gallwitz

From: Darren G Olsen [dgolsen@fs.fed.us]

Sent: Friday, July 18, 2008 5:05 PM

To: Marlene Gallwitz

Cc: Kevin Greenwood

Subject: Re: LaMarche Creek Ranch Bridge Meeting

I will not be able to make this meeting, but I am sending a representative from our Forest

office who works with Special Uses and road issues. His name is Kevin Greenwood.

The Forest Service would not support a road going across the Forest Service to access
private land in this area. I do not have all the specifics of the project, but we do
support the proposal of building new rcad across National Forest lands, when there is
closer access from adjacent private lands.

Darren G. Olsen

District Ranger

Wise River Ranger District
Beaverhead-Deerlodge N.F.
(406) B832-3178
dgolsenlfs.fed.us

"Marlene

Gallwitz"

<marlenelanderson To

montana.com> <susie.johnsonlmt.nacdnet.net>,
"*Blank, Deborah L NwWO'™

07/01/2008 04:29 <Deborah.L.Blankfusace.army.mil>,

PM <danette.watsonfmt.nacdnet.net>,

"'Larry Laknar'"

<llaknarlco.beaverhead.mt.us>,
<tegan@mt.gov>, "'Beck, Jim'"
<Jjibeck@mt.gov>, <cfagganlmt.gov>,
<dgolsenlfs.fed.us>

cc

Subject
LaMarche Creek Ranch Bridge Meeting

Hello Ewverycne

I have attached a meeting notice with itinerary for the 25th of July and some general
directions to the site. I will also be sending copies to everyone in the mail. Plea
give Bill or me a call at 585-1484 with any questions. Thank you

Marlene Gallwitz, E.TI.T.
Anderscon Engineering, Inc.
2417 West Main Street, Suite 1
Bozeman, MT 59718

Office: 406-585-1484

Fax: 406-585-1485

the
not

se
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4.6 Jerry Wells

Mr. Tim Egan

Unit Manager

Montana Department of Natural Resources

730 North Montana

Dillon, Mt. 59725 June 12, 2008

Dear Mr. Egan,

[ am writing to you regarding the proposed private bridges over the Big Hole River in
the vicinity of LaMarche Creek. I located an electronic version of an Environmental
Assessment (EA) written by Anderson Engineering, who proposes to build the bridges,
regarding this proposal and would like to comment on that document as well as other
issues regarding the proposal. I noticed a few things right off the bat that seemed unusual
with the EA.

1. The first thing that I noticed was that this document was not called a “Draft” EA
but rather an EA. [ am no expert on the Montana Policy Act (MEPA) but my
experience would lead me to believe that an EA written for a government action,
which in this case would be a lease to the applicant by the Montana Department
of Natural Resources and Conservation (MDNRC) under their ownership of the
bottom of the streambed would be released as a draft for public comment.

2. The second thing I noticed was that there was no mention of public scoping to
determine the issues involved with the proposal. This also seems to be outside of
the typical MEPA process for Montana government actions, particularly those
likely to be controversial. This is particularly true for actions that may impact the
Big Hole River, a wild trout river of international renown. A public scoping
process for actions such as are proposed should be extensive and take the
necessary time to identify issues that need to be addressed.

3. The third thing that I noticed was that there was no mention of a public comment
process in the EA or of a comment period to provide comments. I called the
engineering firm and they told me that public comments were being taken until
June 16, although I don’t know how people were supposed to know that.

In terms of issues related to the proposal, I would first like to address what appear to
be significant issues with the location and construction of the proposed bridges. This
area of the river is prone to significant ice formation and movement in cold winters. I
was the MFWP fisheries biologist for the Big Hole River in the winter of 1978-79
and recall major ice jams in the vicinity. During these events, channel constrictions
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such as bridge abutments cause ice to back up and water and ice to move laterally.

The smaller concrete bridge is listed as only 20 feet long but it is my understanding
that there will also be a significant amount of filling of the floodplain necessary to
reach this bridge. This floodplain filling will exacerbate icing problems in cold
winters by reducing the channel width for ice related flows. It could also reduce the
river capacity to handle high flows in the spring runoff period.

The EA has hardly a word about visual impacts associated with this proposal. This is
a serious deficiency. To the thousands of recreationists that experience the Big Hole
River every year either from a watercraft, from the highway or on foot, the view shed
is a significant part of their experience. The impact of the proposed bridges to the
quality of the river experience is significant and cannot be mitigated by painting them
natural colors as proposed in the EA.

Finally, it does not appear to be in the interest of the state of Montana to authorize the
construction of two bridges across the Big Hole River to build one house. Why
should the interest and well being of the many be ignored for that of one person who
knowingly bought land that had no physical access? This would seem to be very bad
public policy.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and [ would like to be kept informed on
this proposal.

Sincerely,

Jerry Wells
619 1% St
Helena, Mt. 59601

cc.  Mary Sexton
Jeff Hagener
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4.7 Jack Jones

NN b S S )
3014 Trene Street :

Butte, MT. 59701
June 3,2008

Departiment of Natural Resources & Conservation
Attn: Mr. Tim Egan, Dillon Unit Office

730 North Montana Street

Dillon, MT. 59725-9424

Re: Easement for private bridge proposal across the Bighole River; Sec.35, NW1/4
SWI1/4.T2N.R.13W.

Dear Tim:
Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on this proposal.

The Bighole River is a nationally famous blue ribbon wild trout stream. The river is
famous for it’s beauty and public value and provides many days of recreational use. The
area is also known of the esthetical quality and fishermen, hunters and the general public
appreciates these qualitics, We have had proposals before for bridges across this beantiful
stream to benefit the chosen few. The area is being subject to real estate and over-
development now. Water is in short supply and many issues have surfaced on the
management of the Bighole ecosystem.

We do however have public lands in the area and I wish we had more. The streambed is
public state lands and we have other public state lands, BLM and National Forest in the
area,

Wealthy newcomers would like now to construct bridges across the Bighole for their
own personal use. Any proposal to construct new bridges across the Bighole River must
be met with strong public opposition. By allowing this easement and others all
landowners then would want their bridge to their little piece of Montana heaven.

I oppose this easement and it should not be granted. The public streambed gives us
leverage to deny screwing up the Bighole River. We have the Montana Stream Access
Law as well.

Deny this easement and it will send the message to others along the Bighole River who
want their private bridge to their retreat. Even if public access were allowed which it isn’t
here it’s a bad idea. Please look at all those state sections along the Bighole and
determine how more public access can be achieved on our land. The state land near Jerry
Bridge has always bothered me. The land seems to be abused and some of the roads to
BLM has been closed.

For your information and as the wildlife biologist for the BLM I was able to develop the

fishing access sites and beat rams at the Jerry Creek site, the East Bank site and the
Divide site. It was wildlife Sikes Act cooperative fund and efforts with T.U., Anaconda
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Sportsmen and Skyline Sportsmen. The cooperative signs are there. If that hadn’t been
done there would probably be houses setting there now. Also the state section at Divide
below the Humbug spires I got opened to the public and the switchback road west of the
Divide bridge constructed by the Anaconda Job Corps for public land access there. [ can’t
see much has been done by BLM and DNRC for public land access since I retired,

It’s time now these agencies get serious about public land access. Deny this easement
and any others for private bridges we don’t need them and we don’t want them.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Since

Jack

P.S. I am very concerned about the sale of all these parcels of public state land. More
state land has been sold then in the history of public state lands in Montana. There was a
lot of talk about purchasing land for the public benefit with some of the money and
nothing has been purchased that will benefit the public. We all can see why government
can’t be trusted these days. Why not purchase land along the Bighole River? Sell no more
state land in Montana we need a moratorium on public state land sales and protect our
public stream beds.

Enc:(2)
Ce: Jack Atcheson, State Land Coalition
Tony Schoonen, PLAAI
Anaconda Sportsmen’s Club
Skyline Sportsmen’s Association
T.U.
Concerned sporismen
Governors Office

-56 -



4.8 Jack Atcheson

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

AND CONSERVATION
DILLON UNIT OFFICE

BRIAN SCHWEITZER, GOVERNOR

—STATE OF MONIANA

(306) 683-6305 780 NOKTH MONTANA SIREET

FAX: (406) 683-4041 é‘ﬂfg’f y /:-af?- ;ﬂ)’ DILLON, MONTANA §9725-9424
Z Fanfel T4 apil Thy

Jack Atcheson
MT Coalition for Appropriate Management of State land
3210 Ottawa

Butte, MT 59701 /
Q
i

May 15, 2008

o P £ ﬂ'awe‘ Letten

Forn SKyLiwve AnD
The DNRC Dillon Unit has received a request from KL Spear and Jane Spcar fora nght ArhcoMd
of way easement for crossing Trust Lands (a navigable section of the Big Hole River) in e
Beaverhead and Deer Lodge Counties in the NW1/4 of the SW1/4 of Section 35 T2ZN — CLuR
Range 13W, P.M. M. with a bridge. The proposal would construct a 220 foot cable stay
- bridge that would span the river from high water mark to high water mark.
Ste Raunlls Co @) 0sL 4wy Ms Covat deécsspns
We are currently conducting an analysis under the M invironmental Policy Act, of
the impacts that may occur ult of the proposed b;xdge crossingg £ ¢ ger: LAw /5
‘ ¢ 74 #e ATHTE) Avs vwe
jUP .CC’ o rxs ifngr DNR! f; ?eﬁ‘ueguﬁél o%rr{ments undetr the Mﬁntana Enw?o‘;ggl%al olicy A<t / 7E‘
Act regarding a possible easement for the construction of a bridge over the Big Hole &
River. Comments will be considered if received no later than June 16, 2008 and may be
sent to:

Dear Jack,

. e - B = m——_ e o i et L

EE!RECgﬂD //-’ Yaov ALlow ozu@ 7;xeu zuéy

730 NMontana St A0 F  AM.
Dillon, MT 59725 o"%“‘ 7‘1’”’ A¥atfen !

Ore-mallmcuttegan@mtgov 7?.‘ /5 /I-’o'f A pU@CIC

If you have further questions you may call me at 406-683-6305. Beop ¢ Fft,

0¥

Sincerely, ._Yee.'f'laN,: -‘ gF Pugc_,c _ry-moe Lapy

oR AHsw ABaogt - Flyi1ve /nTa /.\:«ﬁ'rfwx

f:’ k\t
\/ qu o
Aldow HJSQUT BurlDive A cagle op Leip ouer
Propale Lawy Te Reach 0Fher pPuslic L4 nb,

A Lanses ,Jz'.‘ FecTFren CORMER:.
EB/18 3FPVd SNOS B NOS3HOLY BlEEEZ /9B B1:E1 BBBZ/91/90
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4.9 Anaconda-Deer Lodge County

ANACONDA-DEER LODGE COUNTY

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
800 South Main
Anaconda, Montana 59711
Phone No. (406) 563-4010

Fax No. (406) 563-4076

5
i '“.’WW“W

77

L,_'Lm,iuhkm_f

e

October 21, 2008

Marlene Gallwitz, E.I
Anderson Engineering, Inc.
2417 W. Main St. Suite 1A
Bozeman, MT 59718

Re: proposed Spear Bridge; construction permit application
Dear Ms. Gallwitz:

As you are aware, ADLC Ordinance No. 208 requires that the ADLC Planning Department
review the construction permit application for the above referenced bridge according to the
standards set forth in that ordinance. The Planning Department has had this project under study
for several months now. We have visited the site a number of times with the applicant, his
representatives, and with numerous state and local agencies. In addition, we have reviewed the
following documents:

1. LaMarche Creek Ranch Environmental Assessment, stamped May 23, 2008

2. LaMarche Creek Ranch HEC-RAS Analysis, stamped June 3, 2008
3. Plan View and Site Map, February 3, 2008
4. Final comments on the HEC-RAS Analysis from Jim Beck, October 7, 2008

Again as you are aware, Ordinance No. 208, BIG HOLE RIVER CONSERVATION
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS AND PERMITTING PROCESS, was enacted in cooperation
with Butte-Silver Bow County, Madison County, and Beaverhead County. Its stated purpose,
among others, is to provide for the preservation and orderly development along the Big Hole
River; protect water quality, quantity, floodplain, and riparian resources; and to preserve an
undisturbed river corrider and maintain natural resource functions and conditions. In
reviewing your application, staff and the consultant team considered these purposes as set forth
in Sec. 1 of the Ordinance.

o4opnro

LoD
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Sec. 6 of Ordinance No. 208 sets forth the general standards that all developments within 500 of
the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) must meet. The first of these is a required setback of 150
feet or more from OHWM for each structure or structural extension. According descriptions of
the bridge provided by Anderson Engineering, Inc. in various reports, the proposed bridge over
the main stem of the Big Hole River will be 220 feet in length. Bridge abutments will be placed
outside of the OHWM, but well within the required 150 setback. This requirement alone is
sufficient grounds for the permit application to be denied. The 150° standard is absolute, and
staff has no authority to vary it under Ordinance No. 208. Another relevant standard is
“protection of riparian resources and natural resource functions”, which in the assessment of staff
and consultants, are not preserved by the proposed bridge. Based upon the aforementioned
purposes and standards, the ADLC Planning Department concludes that the Spear Bridge permit
must be denied.

Should you wish to appeal this administrative action, Sec. 8 of Ordinance No. 208 sets forth a
variance process through which you may seek a hearing before Big Hole River Conservation
Development Standards Review Board. The Review Board then adopts a recommendation to the
Anaconda-Deer Lodge County Board of Commissjoners, who have final authority over the
construction permit. We will be happy to assist you with that process should you choose to
proceed.

In addition, we are in receipt of your application for a Special Use Permit (SUP) from ADLC.
This permit entails a public hearing before the ADLC Planning Board with final approval
authority by the governing body. Prior to the Planning Board public hearing, surrounding
property owners within 300” will be notified via first class mail, and a public notice will be
published in the Anaconda Leader. You may wish to wait until the construction permit is
resolved before you proceed with the SUP, but the Planning Department is prepared to schedule
a public hearing before the Planning Board whenever you request it. Please feel free to contact
me directly and we can discuss this maiter.

Respectfully submitted,

//J)w/w

Connie Ternes-Daniels
ADLC Planning Director

Cc: Becky Guay, Chief Executive Officer
DNRC
Beaverhead County
Madison County
Butte-Silver Bow County
file
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS



5.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS

Anderson Engineering’s responses are typed indohdethe comments are italicized. For
complete comments please see the previous section.

5.1 Response to Wayne Hadley-Mad Dog Hunters and Aters

The following is Anderson Engineering’s resporséhe letter written by Wayne
Hadley of Mad Dog Hunters and Anglers in regarthtoLaMarche Creek Ranch
Bridge Project.

1. “Sufficient set backs on both banks to allow norimgh flows to pass without
injury to the support structure. Perhaps the 2(G0ryear floodplains would be
appropriated boundaries." The bridge will be built outside of the ordinary low
water marks and the floodways; however it will beéhe floodplains. The change
in water surface elevation during the 100-yeamstevent is 0.07 ft. The change
in water surface elevation due the 25-year storthd8 ft. and 50-year storm is
0.05 ft.

2. “Adequate height so that the structure would poséarrier to passage by
wading or floating recreationists at the highesasenably anticipated flows.”
The bridge deck is designed to be 5 feet aboveviter surface during the 100-
year storm event. However recreationists will mibgly not be floating the Big
Hole River during the 100-year storm event. The/éar flow would more
accurately represent a flow during which recreasisnvould be floating and the
clearance between the bottom of the bridge deckland/ater surface would be
6.8 ft.

3. “Some binding agreement to insure that in the aafderidge failure the
applicants would be responsible for the immediataaoval of debris to protect
public safety.” A binding agreement can be drafted to insure théte case of a
bridge failure the applicant will be responsible tiee immediate removal of
debris, along with the agreement that the bridgg beaused by the public for a
short time in the event of a nearby bridge failifihe applicant has the resources
to remove such debris in a timely manner.
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4. "Construction in such a manner as to present tlestebtrusive appearance on
the viewscape. The bridge is proposed to be 12 ft. wide, whichalf the width
of the recommended bridge width in the Butte-SiBew Bridge Standards. The
bridge will be built with self-weathering steel whiturns brown as shown in the
picture below of a similar bridge built by Sahaledge and Anderson
Engineering. The bridge does not propose any methe waterway, which
could provide an obstacle for fish and/or recreasits. The Bridge deck is
approximately 21inches thick which forms a thinfpeoand the rails are cables
with timber top rails. The bridge location wasefatly chosen to reduce the
length as much as reasonably possible.

Similar Bridge over the Big Hole River
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5.2 Response to Tony Schooner-Skyline and Anacon8aortsmen’s Club

The following is Anderson Engineering’s resporséhe letter written by Tony
Schooner of Skyline and Anaconda Sportsmen’s @lubgard to the LaMarche
Creek Ranch Bridge Project.

. “A precedent is being authorized while long timedawners along the river have
been accessing their properties without bridgesiany of the landowners along
the river have access to the other side by couatg/dridges or by existing roads.
Only two other land owners, the Kampenschroer'smgiveam and the Bacon
Ray Ranch upstream, have properties with simitantons. However, a
precedent is not being set as no two circumstaseesxactly the same.

“The proposed bridge crosses public lands and puiaters.” The proposed
bridge will be constructed outside of the ordinkany water marks on private
property. No improvements will be necessary inrther or public lands.

. “Destroys the aesthetic values of our public laadsl water for all recreational
users, floaters, fisherman and huntersihe bridge is proposed to be 12 ft. wide,
which is half the width of the recommended bridgdtvin the Butte-Silver Bow
Bridge Standards, and is elevated to allow uniopged passage underneath the
bridge, even during periods of high flows. Thellga will be built with
self-weathering steel which turns brown. The bridges not propose any piers in
the waterway, which could provide an obstacle it ind/or recreationists. The
bottom of the bridge deck during average flowspgraximately 6.8 feet above
the water surface. Our hope is that the desigsidemations given to the visual
impacts could be used as an example for otherg alenBig Hole River. Also
part of the agricultural plan is to work out a Btddanagement plan

. “Roads will appear in an area which in the pasteof public wildlife a safe
habitat and escape cover.The property owner has a right to access to his
property. The other options are to build a roadugh private, USFS, and State
lands to access the property from the south or &ds¢ proposed bridge and road
minimize wildlife disturbance.

. “The public will be shortchanged because of theseye and recreational
opportunities will be decreased.Addressed in comment three.

. “Conservation easements are paid for with publix tellars and in this case-no
significant benefits for the public will happeriri the United States, a
conservation easement is an easement — a trarisfeage rights — which
creates a legally enforceable land preservatioeesgent between a landowner
and a municipality or a qualified land protectiaganization (often called a "land
trust"), for the purposes of conservation. It riettrreal estate development,
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10.

commercial and industrial uses, and certain otb&vides on a property to a
mutually agreed upon level. (Wikipedia)

“There is no monitoring of conservation easemertieng habitat protection and
public benefits are listed as a top priorityl'he restrictions, once set in place,
“run with the land" and are binding on all futuaeélowners (in other words, the
restrictions are perpetual). The restrictions gedled out in a legal document that
is recorded in the local land records and the easebecomes a part of the chain
of title for the property. The primary purpose afanservation easement is to
protect agricultural land, timber resources, andtber valuable natural resources
such as wildlife habitat, clean water, clean airs@enic open space by separating
the right to subdivide and build on the propertnirthe other rights of
ownership. (Wikipedia) The foundation that assunesponsibility of the
easement hires a consultant to verify that thedeumer is following the easement
regulations on a regular basis

“The private parties involved will be the sole b&aaries of public lands
surrounding their isolated parcel.The decision to place a conservation easement
on a property is strictly a voluntary one whereg¢lasement is sold or donated.
The landowner who gives up these "developmentsigtintinues to privately

own and manage the land and may receive signifstate and federal tax
advantages for having donated the conservatiomeagePerhaps more
importantly, the landowner has contributed to tbblig good by preserving the
conservation values associated with their landiuture generations. In accepting
the conservation easement, the easement holderreaponsibility to monitor
future uses of the land to ensure compliance vghtérms of the easement and to
enforce the terms if a violation occurs.(Wikipediaaddition to the potential
easement, a block management plan will be incotpdriato the agricultural

plan. More information on conservation easemarid/krusts can be found at the
land trust alliance webpage www.lta.org

“Unfortunately big money creates power and influewer our public agencies
in this particular type of decision litigation (lgthy) usually deters sound
reasoning.” Numerous state and local government agencies aoé/ad in the
permitting process all of which are bound by laweamain objective and work
through the process in a timely manner.

“I'm enclosing a copy of the Butte-Silver Bow bredgolicy which outlines some
of the very important concerns that our groups tayeng to express.”
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17.47.100 Minimum Development Standards for prijatdges
(Butte-Silver Bow Supp. No. 4,8-05)

A. Minimum Location Standards:

1. The proposed private bridge shall support existipigcultural operations.
The proposed bridge shall not have a negative teffeagricultural water
users and water user facilitieshe proposed bridge will not interfere with
existing agricultural operations in the area. Thegte property that the
bridge will be located on is currently involvedagricultural operations,
which the bridge will increase. Any other nearlgyieultural lands will
continue to be fully operational before, duringd after construction of
the bridge. The bridge will not have an effectloa agricultural water use
in the area. The bridge will provide access anabajpinity for timber
thinning and improved fire access.

2. The proposed private bridge shall not have an agveifect on local
services such as roads, public water systems,gsidhitary and storm
systemsThe proposed bridge will be located on privatepprty. The
property does not have public water systems, sgrotastorm water
sewer systems therefore the bridge will not haveftatt or impact any
local services. The existing approach to the ptgpeill be expanded and
a new approach permit will be applied for.

3. The proposed bridge shall not have an adverseteffethe natural
environment. This includes not having a negatmpact on the riparian
and aquatic ecosystems. The bridge shall notdadd within three
hundred feet of known fish spawning groundsie bridge abutments will
be placed out of the ordinary high water marksvimcaffecting any
aquatic ecosystems. Disturbed river bank areddwitevegetated and
stabilized. The proposed bridge is approximately & mile downstream
from the LaMarche Creek Tributary, which is a pbksfish spawning
ground.

4. The proposed private bridge shall not have an advweifect on wildlife
and wildlife habitat. This includes not placingthridge within three
hundred feet of wildlife migration corridors, feadiand breeding areas or
watering holesThe proposed bridge is not within three hundred dée
any known wildlife migration corridors, feeding abrkeding areas, or
watering holes

- 65 -



. The proposed bridge shall not have an adverseteffepublic health and
safety:The proposed bridge will be designed by a profesdiengineer
according to HS20 loadings. No effects on pubalth are anticipated.
The proposed bridge will be elevated to allow ratiomal rafts to safely
pass underneath.

. The applicant shall provide easements for pubiliias over the bridge
and within all required access easements to thigédrom a public
right(s)-of-way:Easements will be provided if necessary.

. The applicant shall provide legal and physical asde the bridge from an
existing public right-of-way.Legal and physical access to the bridge will
be provided from Highway 43.

. At no time will the bridge be allowed to be locatmda dynamic section
of the waterway or streambankse proposed bridge will not be located
on a dynamic section of the Big Hole River

a. The bridge shall be located on a section of thematy where
the streambanks are currently armored and/or stab$talling
or making improvements to stabilize the waterway an
streambanks for the proposed bridge’s abutmentkrsftebe
allowed:The river banks at the proposed location for thegder
are stabilized with natural vegetation such asowil, Lodgepole
pine trees and Douglas fir trees.

b. The proposed bridge location must demonstrate amam of
fifty continuous years of substantial stabilitytbé water channel
and streambanks:istorical photo research shows that the river
has not migrated in the last 50 years in the pregpdsidge
location. The Flood Inundation Potential Mappimgl £hannel
Migration Zone Delineation Big Hole River, Montaakso states
that “there is no measurable migration over the38syears,
such as in the canyon above Divide.”
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9. The applicant shall file at the Butte-Silver Bowyetounty clerk and
recorder’s office an access easement allowingahewing uses of the
bridge: The following access easements will be filed atBraverhead
County and Anaconda-Deer Lodge County Clerk andRier’s office
not the Butte-Silver Bow City-County Clerk and Rester.

a. That the proposed bridge be open for emergencycseffire,
law enforcement, ambulance, search and rescugaetess to
both sides of the waterwagccess will be granted.

b. That the proposed bridge and private road accesisegroperty
and bridge from the public right(s)-of-way shall dygen for
emergency public access (ingress or egress iraged fire,
flood, earthquake, injury, etc.) over or into thatarway (e.g.,
emergency evacuation or access. The applicartmioaide a
mechanism at the entrances(s) to the private twatdatill allow
access for emergency service personnel and thepabtl:
Gates will be accessible to emergency personnel.

c. That the proposed bridge and any private road dkigrfrom
either side of the bridge can be used by the padiporarily
(up to one hundred eighty consecutive days) ifngrest public
bridge were to fail and/or alternative accessose@tl:Access
will be allowed temporarily if a nearby bridge weosfail.

10.The proposed bridge location shall not be locatehimvsix hundred feet
of an existing residence on an adjacent propertywnoed by the
applicantK.L. Spear owns all the land within 600 feet of tralge in all
directions.
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B. Minimum Design Standards

1.

The proposed bridge shall free-span the river,ainstructural supports
shall be located outside of the channel and bahikseavaterwayThe
proposed bridge free-spans the river with a calgesl bridge and the
abutments are outside of the ordinary low waterkian both sides of the
river.

The proposed bridge shall meet the width and ddeiph standards
described within the Butte-Silver Bow city-countybslivision regulations,
Section 10(F)The subdivision regulations require the bridgedo b
designed for H-15 loading, however this bridge witeed the standard
and be designed for HS-20 loading. To minimizefdogprint the
minimum 24 width requirement will not be met. Tv®posed bridge is
for private and administrative access, not for suibtn access, and will
be 12 feet in width.

The proposed bridge must have a minimum clearahfieecfeet between
the lowest point of the bottom of the bridge anel ighest elevation of

the river during the one hundred-year flood towalfor safe passage under
the bridge at all timesthe water surface elevation during the one
hundred-year flood is 5821.45 ft. and the propds@the deck bottom

cord elevation is 5826.5 ft.

The bridge must be colored brown or green in caloe proposed bridge
will be constructed of self-weathering steel whicins brown.

The bridge must be non-illuminatedhe bridge will not be illuminated.
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C. Miscellaneous Standards

1. The area disturbed by the construction of the leristuall be limited to
fifteen feet from the outer most point of the bedaputments, excluding
the access road area. All natural vegetation ahodebelow the proposed
bridge construction area shall not be disturbedsiradl be maintained in
its natural condition. In addition, the applicanll be required to plant
two two-inch caliper or larger trees (native spesdeethe area) near each
entrance to the bridge. The maintenance of tlestsball be included
with in the operations and maintenance plame proposed bridge
construction will comply with the above standard &rees and willows
will be planted.

2. The applicant shall agree in writing to comply wiitle Rural District 101-
Growth Policy standards for all future developmemthe property that
contains the bridgeBeaverhead and Anaconda-Deer Lodge Counties do
not have a rural district 101 growth policy.

3. Temporary construction bridges shall not be allawad bridge
construction shall be conducted from stable passti@bove the high water
mark: No temporary bridge shall be constructed; mateviglsoe
transported to the other side of the river viadogier and/or tramlines.

4. The applicant shall submit a weed plan to the B8tbheer Bow city-
county weed supervisor for review and approvalmpodeginning
construction of the bridge. The weed managememt ghall include the
following: Weed plans shall be submitted to Beaverhead andcohaia
Deer-Lodge Counties prior to beginning construcbarthe proposed
bridge.

a. A reclamation plan for all disturbed areas arouraltiridge and
for all areas along the access road(s) to the érilgeclamation
plan will be provided.

b. A bond to secure the completion of the weed managépian.

A bond will be provided, if required by Beaverheaut/or
Anaconda-Deer Lodge Counties.
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5.3 Response to Craig Fager-MFWP

The following is Anderson Engineering’s resporséhe letter written by Craig
Fager of Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks in regarthe LaMarche Creek
Ranch Bridge Project.

. “The proposed bridge provides no public access hemeaking the project a

much larger social issue...A block management plan is going to be included in
the agricultural plan to benefit the local huntcammunity.
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5.4 Response to Jim Olsen-MFWP

The following is Anderson Engineering’s resporsée letter written by Jim
Olsen of Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks in regarthe LaMarche Creek
Ranch Bridge Project.

. “While the bridge does span the high water marlkyréhis still, in my opinion,
significant risk of substantially altering the hydiogy of the river at this location,
which may cause impacts to the fisheries habitdt@tentially increased
erosion.” The hydrology of the river will not be affected;viiever the hydraulics
of the river will be minimally affected by the proged bridge. The change in
river water velocity and elevation was calculatsthg HEC-RAS modeling
software. The maximum change in water surfaceagil@v on the main river
channel is 0.07 ft. and the maximum change in wagkrcity is 0.07 ft/s during
the 100-year storm event. A maximum change in matgace elevation of 0.5
ft. is permitted by both counties floodplain redidas (Chapter V.B.2). The
change in water surface elevation due to the coctsbn of a bridge over the Big
Hole River is just over a tenth of the allowablecamt. These changes occur
during the 100-year storm and will be less duringmal conditions. The
proposed bridge location is stable and has notatedror eroded noticeably in
the last fifty years as shown in the following aéphotos.
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“My main concern is with the potential of ice jamisthe location and the impacts
ice jams may have as a result of blocking signifigaortions of the floodplain
with road fill and bridge abutments where flood acel flows would likely move
through.” The ice jam effect was modeled using HEC-RAS abtiige location.
The profile windows on the next page, produced BCFRAS, show the ice jam
event before and after the construction of thedajadespectively. Real time data
from the USGS website was used to model the floWse gage site at Melrose,
Montana has been monitored since the winter of E9Bthe website provides a
table with the monthly flow rates from then untivm Assuming the “winter”
months are October thru April the highest recoriii@d value is 3515 cfs in April
of 1943. This value was used to model the ice jargravent even though
Melrose is downstream of the proposed bridge looadind has noticeably higher
flows, to provide a conservative analysighe ice jam occurs naturally with or
with out the bridge due to a change in grade ofithex bed. The ice and water
will still be able to move over the remaining flgaain since the road will be built
at-grade and allow water and ice to move overiitnduflooding and/or ice jam
events.
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3.

“| also do not feel that the EA provided enouglomfation to eliminate
Alternatives A and D.Alternatives A and D proposed approximately 8 add 1
mile roads that would disturb pristine wildlife hith as well as effect the habitats
of the Fringed Myotis, Northern Goshawk and theaBferay Owl, all of which
are listed as sensitive species by the BLM and}tBES. Not only would these
species be affected during construction of a rbatialso after due to the large
amount of trees that would need to be removedterstives A and D would also
introduce significant human traffic into an areatthas been previously
inaccessible to humans as this would become agrdad up until the private
property line. A portion of these roads would dal existing logging roads and
existing trails, which would need to be signifidgnmproved. The use of the
existing roads and trails are currently restridigdhe USFS for erosion control,
fall wildlife security, summer elk range and coaf$i of use. These alternatives
would also not provide year round access due ttatige amount of snowfall in
the winter months. In addition the USFS has daad they would not support
building a road through USFS land to access prigegperty. Due to the effects
mentioned above and in the body of this EA thegedlternatives were
eliminated from consideration early in the evalo@agprocess.

“However, the EA does not define “footprintThe footprint for Alternatives A
and D is a 30 ft. wide area along the length oflveay. Alternatives A and D

proposed 18 ft. wide roads across steep terratwibiald at a minimum effect

6 ft. of land to either side of the road.

“While my duty as a Fisheries Biologist is to revithe project based upon its
potential impacts to the river, its habitat andhiésies, | also feel it is appropriate
to represent the recreationists who frequent theeHBole River for fishing and
other forms of recreation. .... Because of the $mation and extent of the
bridge, | feel this bridge will take away from thatural beauty of the river and
will reduce the quality of experience for recreatbusers of the river.”Personal
opinions aside; the bridge is proposed to be 1Rifte, which is half the width of
the recommended bridge width in the Butte-SilvewHridge Standards, and is
elevated to allow uninterrupted passage underribathridge, even during
periods of high flows. The bridge will be builttwiself-weathering steel which
turns brown. The bridge does not propose any |mettse waterway, which could
provide an obstacle for fish and/or recreationigike bridge location and
construction materials were carefully chosen tacedhe length and visual
impacts as much as reasonably possible.
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5.5 Response to Darren Olsen-USFS

Anderson Engineering agrees with the US Foresiaethat building a road
across US Forest Service lands is not the bestsraaccess.
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5.6 Response to Jerry Wells

The following is Anderson Engineering’s resporséhe letter written by Jerry
Wells in regard to the LaMarche Creek Ranch Ptojec

. “The first thing that | noticed was that this docent was not called a “Draft”
EA but rather an EA. | am no expert on the MontBoécy Act (MEPA) but my
experience would lead me to believe that an EAtevrifor a government action,
which in this case would be a lease to the apptitgrthe Montana Department
of Natural Resources and Conservation (MDNRC) unideir ownership of the
bottom of the streambed would be released as a finapublic comment.”
Anderson Engineering is following the processedired in the Joint Application
for Proposed Work in Montana’s Streams, Wetlanttsodplains and, other
Water Bodies. This joint application encompaskes3tLO Permits, Floodplain
Permits, Section 404 Permit, and the Navigable Rilzand Use License or
Easement. Anderson Engineering provided an EAagsopthe DNRC
application to cross state lands

. “The second thing | noticed was that there was mmtion of public scoping to
determine the issues involved with the proposais @lso seems to be outside of
the typical MEPA process for Montana governmenbast particularly those
likely to be controversial. This is particularlgue for actions that may impact the
Big Hole River, a wild trout river of internationaénown. A public scoping
process for actions such as are proposed shoulkktensive and take the
necessary time to identify issues that need taldeessed.”’Anderson
Engineering has volunteered to help with the MERP&cpss by writing the EA,
however the DNRC is overseeing the work. If furtbeblic meetings are
necessary the DNRC will make that determinatiohe DNRC makes the final
decision on whether or not further scoping is nsags

. “The third thing that I noticed was that there was mention of a public comment
process in the EA or of a comment period to procimi@ments. | called the
engineering firm and they told me that public comtsevere being taken until
June 16, although | don’t know how people were sapg to know that."Tim

Egan with the DNRC sent out a scoping letter wiaidtdressed the comment
period, however comments are welcome at any timeddition, the State may
determine that further public scoping is needed.
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4.

“In terms of issues related to the proposal, | wbfifst like to address what
appear to be significant issues with the locatiod aonstruction of the proposed
bridges. This area of the river is prone to sigrift ice formation and movement
in cold winters. | was the MFWP fisheries bioldada® the Big Hole River in the
winter of 1978-79 and recall major ice jams in theinity. During these events,
channel constrictions such as bridge abutmentse#aesto back up and water
and ice to move laterally."The ice jam event was modeled using HEC-RAS at
the bridge location. Real time data from the USGfBsite was used to model the
flows. The gage site at Melrose, Montana has pe@mtored since the winter of
1923 and the website provides a table with the higtitow rates from then until
now. Assuming the “winter” months are October tApril the highest recorded
flow value is 3515 cfs in April of 1943. The brelpas a small effect on the ice
jam on the left bank and a minimal effect on tlghtibank; however the bridge
deck is sufficiently elevated to allow for effoglemovement of the ice
underneath.

“The smaller concrete bridge is listed as only 88tflong but it is my
understanding that there will also be a significantount of filling of the
floodplain necessary to reach the bridge. Thisdlalain filling will exacerbate
icing problems in cold winters by reducing the chelnwidth for ice related
flows. It could also reduce the river capacityhi@ndle high flows in spring
runoff period.” The ice and water will still be able to move oves temaining
floodplain as the road will be built outside of ttieannel at-grade and will allow
water and ice to move over it during flooding amdée jam events.

“The EA has hardly a word about visual impacts asst@d with this proposal.
This is a serious deficiency. To the thousandsakationists that experience
the Big Hole River every year either from a wataftrfrom the highway or on
foot, the view shed is a significant part of thexperience. The impact of the
proposed bridges to the quality of the river expece is significant and cannot
be mitigated by painting them natural colors asgweed in the EA."The bridge
is proposed to be 12ft wide, which is half the Wwidf the recommended bridge
width in the Butte-Silver Bow Bridge Standards, anélevated to allow
uninterrupted passage underneath the bridge, awamgdoeriods of high flows.
The bridge will be built with approximately a 2Héck and self-weathering steel
which turns brown. The bridge does not proposepégrs in the waterway,
which could provide an obstacle for fish and/oreationists. The bridge
location was carefully chosen to reduce the leagtmuch as reasonably
possible.
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5.7 Response to Jack Jones

Anderson Engineering is attempting to provide oeses to all comments
received in association with the LaMarche CreekdRaBridge Project. However
Anderson Engineering can only respond to techmieaign questions, not
personal opinion. The comments received by AratreEngineering from Jack
Jones are primarily personal opinion and diffi¢altespond to. The following is
Anderson Engineering’s response to the lettettevriby Jack Jones in regard to
the LaMarche Creek Ranch Bridge Project.

. “The Bighole River is a nationally famous blue rdsbwild trout stream.” Our
client K.L. Spear realizes that the Big Hole Riieean important landmark to
Montana and this is the reason he is willing dokaaord bridge design above and
beyond what is required by the regulatory agerntciesaintain the aesthetic value
of the river.

. “The area is being subject to real estate and oegedopment now.The client
is aware of these problems and this is why K.L.&@8ji®going through the pains
he is to do it “the right way.”

. “Water is in short supply and many issues haveasigd on the management of
the Bighole ecosystemRlo diversion of water is proposed by this project.

. “The public streambed gives us leverage to dengwitrg up the Bighole River.
We have the Montana Stream Access Law as welhder the Montana Stream
Access Law, the public may use rivers and streammeetreational purposes up to
the ordinary high-water mark. Although the law @vecreationists the right to
use rivers and streams for water-related recreatioloes not allow them to enter
posted lands bordering those streams or to crogst@ilands to gain access to
streams (MFWP). However, a wildlife and agricuddyslan will be completed
which includes a Block Management program.
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5.8 Response to Jack Atcheson

The following is Anderson Engineering’s resporséhe letter written by Jack
Atcheson in regard to the LaMarche Creek RancleBto

. “See Ravalli Co vs. OSL and M.S. Court Decisionsldt enough information is
provided in the letter for Anderson Engineeringtluress this comment.

. “Federal Law is Supreme see Taylor 1934 Grazing&&) and Unlawful Enc
Act 1988."The Taylor Grazing Act is a United States fedeawal Enacted in 1934
that regulates grazing on federal public land. atiewas named for Edward T.
Taylor, a congressman from Colorado. The Secrethitye Interior has the
authority to handle all of the regulations, andbeame responsible for
establishing grazing districts. Before these dittrare created there must be a
hearing held by the state. These can be vacanpumgriated, and unreserved
land from public lands, all except for Alaska, patl forests, parks, monuments,
Indian reservations, railroad grant lands, andstdCoos Bay Wagon Road
grant lands. Surrounding land owners may be gramgéd of passage over these
districts. Permits are given for grazing privilegeshe districts. Also permits can
be given to build fences, reservoirs, and otherawgments. The permittees are
required to pay a fee, and the permit cannot extaeglears but is renewable.
Permits can be revoked due to severe drought er ottural disasters that
deplete grazing lands. The Grazing Service, estaddi in the 1930's within the
Department of the Interior to administer the TayByazing Act was merged with
the General Land Office in 1946 to form the Bureuand Management
(Wikipedia). No grazing in public lands is propdd®y this project. The
proposed bridge would connect two large parcelziohte land not public lands.
Anderson Engineering was unable to find any infdromaregarding an

“Unlawful Enclosure Act from 1988,” however, thesas a court case concerned
with the 1934 Grazing act and an enclosure on pudntid in 1988. The Supreme
Court of the United State found that it is unlawtfulenclose public land with a
fence even if there is a grazing permit issuedpaate individual. No fencing
of public lands is proposed by this project.

. “If you allow one, then why not another, then arestht is not a public benefit.”
Only two other land owners, the Kampenschroer'srkiveam and the Bacon
Ray Ranch upstream, have properties with simitaa8bns. However, no two
situations are exactly the same. The proposeddrbuld eliminate fording of
the river and provide administrative access toipdahds. A block management
plan would also be included in the overall agrigtdt plan, which would benefit
local hunters.

. “Or how about flying into isolated sections of pighdtate land.” Constructing a
landing strip anywhere on the south side of theHBie River, whether on
private or public land, would disturb more land avittilife than the proposed
bridge would.
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4.

“How about building a cable or bridge over privatnd to reach other public
land, or a ladder at section cornersBuilding a road and bridge at Sportsman
Park Campground through state land and connediikglt. Spears property was
previously analyzed by Anderson Engineering. Hftisrnative was not
mentioned in the EA for numerous reasons. Thiatlon along the river is not as
straight as the proposed bridge location and wbaldore likely to erode the
banks. There are more wetlands in this area tbatdibe affected by
construction of both the road and the bridge. Bindge would be visible for a
greater distance than at the proposed locatioaagdr easements across state
lands would be necessary.
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5.9 Response to Anaconda-Deer Lodge County

The following is Anderson Engineering’s responséh®October 21, 2008 letter
written by Anaconda-Deer Lodge County in regartheoLaMarche Creek
Ranch Project.

The Big Hole River Conservation and Developmentii?eis a result of a four
county review process that included: Butte-SilveiBMadison, Beaverhead and
Anaconda-Deer Lodge Counties. This development péakes jurisdiction over
all of the property within 500 feet of the ordindrgh water mark of the Big Hole
River. All four counties have separately adopted tlevelopment permit
process.

The proposed LaMarche Creek Ranch Bridge woulddpae the Big Hole River
and the bridge abutments would be placed outsidleeobrdinary high water
marks on both banks. The Big Hole River is alsodlviding line between
Beaverhead and Anaconda-Deer Lodge Counties. iMeamces adopted by
Beaverhead and Anaconda-Deer Lodge Counties arly mdentical. However
Anaconda-Deer Lodge County omitted some criticéihdtens in their
ordinance, specifically the definition of a struetu Beaverhead County’s
ordinance defines a structure as: “A building vatloof. Does not include
irrigation structures, fences, etc.”

Beaverhead County has informed Anderson Engineelmicgthat this Big Hole
River Conservation and Development Permit doesapply to the building of a
bridge. Anaconda-Deer Lodge County has, on therdtand, informed Anderson
Engineering, Inc. that this permit does apply twridge on their side of the Big
Hole River and that the bridge must comply with 156 foot setback from the
ordinary high water mark.

Complying with this set back would increase thegtarof the bridge from 220
feet to 374 feet; figures 1 and 2 show computedeengs of the two bridges
respectively. The number of cables needed to th@dbridge would increase and
the towers for the bridge would also increase ighterom 40 feet to 100 feet.

The permit application specifically mentions sepind wastewater treatment
which implies that the permit is intended for hosites. Anaconda-Deer Lodge
County’s application of this ordinance will requitether clarification and
Anderson Engineering, Inc. is in the process ofvay with Anaconda-Deer
Lodge County to resolve this issue.

The Department of Natural Resources Conservatiimei grant an easement
until all pertinent permits have been approvedarditionally approved.
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Figure 1: 220 foot Cable Sted Bridge

Figure 2: 374 foot Cable Stayed Bridge
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5.10 New Comments

The DNRC is requesting comments under the Montanar@&mental Policy Act
regarding the easement across the Big Hole Ri€emments will be considered
if received by January 1, 2009 and may be sent to:

Tim Egan

DNRC

730 N. Montana St
Dillon, MT 59725

Or e-mail Tim ategan@mt.gov

If you have further questions you may call him @64683-6305.

Anderson Engineering is also accepting commenrding the project in its
entirety and can be sent to:

Bill Anderson

Anderson Engineering, Inc.

2417 W. Main St. Suite 1A

Bozeman, MT 59718

Or e-mail Bill atbill@andersonmontana.com

If you have further questions you may call Bil&6-585-1484.
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Appendix A

Beaverhead 310 Permit o

Form 273 (Rev. 09/22/03) (file name 273-03.doc) APPLICATION NO_ 50 T SV S

310 PERMIT DECISION DATE \ ey |} e &
CONSERVATION DISTRICT'S DECISION ‘

Notice: THIS AUTHORIZATION DOES NOT GIVE PERMISSION TO CARRY OUT A PROJECT ON LAND THAT IS NOT OWNED BY
THE HOLDER OF THIS PERMIT.. Landowner permission, easements or other federal, state, or local permits, licenses, special us:
permits, or authorizations may be required before construction of the project. It is the duty of the holder of this permit to
determine which are necessary and obtain them prior to construction of the project. .

Name of Applicant anlg:u’)@,:- €ﬁ9‘h.n- ‘\.--._c” LC-%')(' i
address 2417 U5, atn S+IS'L'<.4¢ 1A city_ Bo oo Stale Y Zip SE1H\&
Perennial Stream \?Dub Yle K\UE(‘

Supervisors' Decision (circle): Approved Approved w/ Modiﬁcalic-x‘ﬁ\) Denied Not a Project
Explanation: —

O See attached (if more room is necessary)
s lloloina o oA abidmand s e aloaon

—

Permit Expiration Date \/‘Qkk(:,)\ \\ l QOO‘\ Work may begin on or after:

Dale Transmitted to Applicant and DFWP

rs' Signatures: . d/‘.v,‘_, A Fe coe

B Wit 7
%é,;é:}w)f”/,/ A Dowuy MSCon_—
b 5l Oy

4 W%% [@)

TO BE COMPLETED BY THE APPLICANT
Check the appropriate box, sign and return a copy to the district office within 15 days of receipt of this permit.

C1 T agree to proceed with the project in accordance with the approved application and specifications outlined in this
perrnit and will allow a follow-up inspection.

LI T disagree with the terms of this permit and T will seck judicial review in district court within 15 days of receipt of this
permit. (This box may only be checked if you did not sign an arbitration agreement when you submutted your

application.)

O [disagree with the terms of this permit and hereby request arbitration. 1 agree to abide by the arbitration agreement
attached to or on the reverse of this form — OR, if an arbitration agreement was signed when the permit application was
subrnitted, T will abide that agreement.

Signature of
App licant: Date -
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Anaconda-Deer Lodge 310 Permit

Formmmw.mm){ﬂsnmm.dw) APPLICATION NO. Dev-oys5.o0%¢
310 PERMIT i B g5
CONSERVATION DISTRICT'S DECISION =~ ' oNATE2 12 - e

Name mw% Q/Njum..b

Address_ D YD) W g &F- Ciy S e stae Lt 7p ST/ 8
Perennial Stream @%M.n_ Vi a
Supervisors’ Decision (check): [ Approved F’Apmwmancaﬁon (] Denied [ Nota Project

D&;Md(lmmmbnmuy)

.%_u—_q ﬁbam@&m,fﬁ\_. 0-*"-*0-‘% %LM,J:DQ.,,‘.-\,}QJQH‘: _
DY W T
Expiration B-1a. m on or _?~ICI-
g:hm;munﬂhd E'A.hplcut‘t:m: D?;;lm:: 8'“ 2028

. W W
]

i) o2
)k

L
L Y

o
TO BE COMPLETED BY THE APPLICANT
Mbmmﬁmmm:mmﬁedﬁﬁaoﬁmﬁﬁnISd&ndmﬁmoﬂﬁspﬂmﬂ
I:IIagmetnproceadwithﬂnmojactinmdmewiththeappruvedupplicaﬁmmdweciﬁcuﬁomouﬂinedinthispermit
and will allow a follow-up inspection.

Signature

Applicant; Date
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Nationwide 404 Permit

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, OMAHA DISTRICT
HELENA REGULATORY OFFICE
10 WEST 15™ STREET, SUITE 2200
HELENA MT 59626

EPLY TO
ATTENTION OF July 25, 2008

Helena Regulatory Office
(406) 441-1375 Phone
(406) 441-1380 Fax

Subject: Corps File Number NWO-2008-00703-MTH
LaMarche Creek Access Road

KL Spear and Jane Spear IRR, WEA, Voss Bruce
¢/o Chip Lenihan

PO Box 3389

333 W. Colorado Avenue

Telluride, Colorado 81435

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Spear:

We have reviewed your request for Department of the Army authorization to construct an
access road and bridge across the Big Hole River. The proposed work is located in Section 35,
Township 2 North, Range 13 West, County, Montana.

Specifically, you requested authorization for the following work:

1. Place approximately 325 cubic yards (cy) of pit run and surface gravel for bridge
abutments and access road, in 0.074 acres of wetlands,

2. A shallow side channel of the Big Hole River will be spanned with a 20° bridge and the
Big Hole River will be spanned with a 220 foot cable stayed bridge.

3. Best Management Practices for erosion and sediment control will be in place prior to
construction.

Under the authority of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, Department of the Army
permits are required for the discharge of fill material into waters of the United States. Waters of
the U. S. include the area below the ordinary high water mark of stream channels and lakes or
ponds connected to the tributary system, and wetlands adjacent to these waters. Isolated waters
and wetlands, as well as man-made channels, may be waters of the U, S. in certain
circumstances, which must be determined on a case-by-case basis.

We have prepared a preliminary jurisdictional determination (JD) for the site, which is a
written indication that waterways/wetlands within your project area may be Waters of the United
States. These waters were treated as Jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. for the purposes of
determining project impacts and compensatory mitigation requirements. If you concur with the
findings of the enclosed preliminary JD, please sign it and return it to the letterhead address
within two weeks,

Printed on @ Recycled Paper

Prcarved 071-23-2008
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If you believe the preliminary JD is inaccurate, you may request this office complete an
approved JD prior to your commencement of any work in a Water of the U.S. An approved
JD is an official determination regarding the presence or absence of Waters of the U.S.
Completion of an approved JD may require coordination with the U.S. Environmental Protection

Agency.

If you do not want the Corps to complete an approved JD, you may proceed with the
proposed project in accordance with the terms and conditions of Department of the Army
Nationwide Permit No. 14 found in the March 12, 2007 Federal Register (72 FR 11092),
Reissuance of Nationwide Permits. Enclosed is a fact sheet that fully describes this Nationwide
Permit and lists the General and Regional Conditions that must be complied with.

In addition to conditions referenced above, the following Special Conditions apply:

1. All erosion and sediment control practices shall be in place prior to any grading or
filling operations and installation of proposed structures or utilities. They shall
remain in place and maintained until construction is completed and the area is
stabilized.

2. All trees and shrubbery which are not specifically required to be cleared or
removed for construction or operations purposes shall be preserved and shall be
protected from any damage by construction operations and equipment

Although an Individual Department of the Army permit involving a public interest review
will not be required for the project, this does not eliminate the requirement that you obtain any
other applicable Federal, state, tribal, and local permits as required.

The Montana Department of Environmental Quality has provided water quality
certification for this Nationwide Permit (see General Condition 21 on the enclosed fact sheet).
However, this does not eliminate the need to obtain other permits that may be required by that

agency.

In accordance with the terms and conditions of the Nationwide Permit, you are
responsible for all work accomplished. If a contractor or other authorized representative will be
accomplishing the work authorized by the Nationwide Permit on your behalf, it is strongly
recommended that they be provided-a copy of this letter and the attached conditions so that they
are aware of the limitations of the applicable Nationwide Permit. Any activity that fails to
comply with all of the terms and conditions of the Nationwide Permit will be considered
unauthorized and subject to appropriate enforcement action.

In compliance with General Condition 26, the attached Compliance Certification form
must be signed and returned to the address listed upon completion of the authorized work and

any required mitigation.

Printed on @ Recycled Paper
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This verification will be valid until July 25, 2010.

Should you at any time become aware that either an endangered and/or threatened species
or its critical habitat exists within the project area, you must immediately notify this office.

If there are questions concerning this determination please contact Deborah Blank of my
staff at (406) 441-1375 and reference Corps File Number NWO-2008-00703-MTH.

Sincerely,

/1y

/ Allan Steinle
Montana Program Manager

Enclosures:

Compliance Certification Form
Nationwide Permit -14- Fact Sheet
Montana Regional Conditions
(Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination)

CF (with enclosures)

Ms. Marlene Gallwitz, E.IL
Anderson Engineering, Incorporated
2417 W. Main Street, Suite 1A
Bozeman, Montana 59626

Printed on @ Recycled Paper
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MDOT Approach Permit

STATE OF MONTANA — DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
HELENA, MONTANA 59620-1001
DRIVEWAY APPROACH APPLICATION AND PERMIT

- To be filled in by Department of Transportation P I -

F.A. ROUTE NO.: 'rz‘. :'5," de s ."45‘ o -z APPROACH STATION:
DISTRICT: _Ji4 /e NO.: MILEPOST: _J&: 55
COUNTY: [Zucy / Qé ¢ PROJECT:

DRAINAGE AS DETERMINED BY DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION:

Type: A ,?" ;:2_‘2 Size:

Access [Yes [ANo
Control:

Length:

Fe
b5

s / /702 C h Gy -\fﬁcm\,& J¢/20 fof’
Approach Recommended by . Date Approach Appilcation Date
District Traffic Engineer or Approved by
Traffic Unit District Administrator
If Access Control is Yes: Date
Approach Recommended by

Access Manager, R\W Bureau

APPLICANT (Property Owner)

Name: K { E:PQ(-. ¢ PoResende) 3}‘ A ﬂ\."}.éﬁ‘g‘(&%;ﬁ Hilo- SPS 14BN
Address: _ A4 13 1D mMona s Suk 18 Brgmnan YNT SR

herein termed the applicant, requests permission to construct approach{es) described and shown on
attached plot plan or plan and profile and hereby made a part of this application.

Please indicate if permits or approaches are required from units of government other than the Department of Transportation. Write the
number of permits required in the box:

[ Federal Government [ State [ County [ city & A
o
Private: :'\' . Public:
S 7 > A i
Use of Property or Facility: MESINEREE

(Residence, Trailer Court, Gas Station, Field Access,
Type of Business, etc.)

LOCATION:

civorTown: L& p1ilev Leat of L0se iR
(I rural, direction & approx. distance from nearest

city or town)
Street Name, if any:
ROADWAY OR HIGHWAY:!
n e
Sight Distance: _ Left: Iopp ¥ 7. Right _ /£ 6L 7 i3
Surfacing; ’,5;}. ‘};‘JZ:/E [F Width: 216 £~

APPROACH:

Estimated numbel_;gof trips per day: : = “f )
Width: ) o I i: Flare: o y_:'r 4. Side of Roadway: Deledth

(N,E, S. W)
DRAINAGE: See above as determined by Department of Transportation.
INSTRUCTION CONCERNING USE THIS FORM
Applicant will complete and deliver this form in duy 1o the District i serving the area in which the Approach Permit is requested,

The District Administrator, in canjuncion with the District Traffic Engineer, i delegated authorty to approve curb cuts, public and private approaches serving businesses,
residances and agneullural USes in ural or urban areas without further consultation if the traffic conditians are nat congested  In congested areas, usually urban siuations,
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the Distncl Administrator and District Traffic Englineer can request the Manager, Traffic Unit in Helena for ad technical If thiis fs v, the approach
should be scaled onto exisiing plan and profile sheets showing the highway right-of-way and sent to Helenza,

- APPROACH PERMIT -

Subject to the following terms and conditions, the permit apphied for upon the reverse side hereof, is hereby granted

1

2

3|

4

5

)

7

8)

10}

1

12

13

14

15]

18

TERM  This permit shall be In full force and effect from the date haraof upti révoked as herein provided.

RENTAL Rental shall be

REVOCATION, This permit may be revoked by State upen giving thity (30} days notice to Permities by ordinary mail, directed to the address shown In the applicabion
hereto attached, but the State reserves e right to revoke this permit withcut giving said rotice in the evant Permittee braaks any of the conditons of terms set forh
herain o

COMMENCEMENT OF WORK. No work shall be commenced unlil Permitiee notifies the Distnct A i . shawn in | . when he prop: o
work,
CHANGES IN HIGHWAY, If the State changes the highway, or there are ciher changes ta adjoining streets, alleys, etc., which | i in ar

installations installed under fhis permit, Pevmittee shall make the necessary alterations at Permittee’s sole expense or in accordance with a separate agreement,

STATE SAVED HARMLESS FROM CLAIMS. In this permit tha ittes, itsihis o assigns, agree to prolect ihe State and save |t harmiess fram
all claims, actions or damage of every kKind and description which may accrue to, or be suffered by, any person or persons, corporations or property by reason of the
performance of any such work, character of materials used. o manner of Il i and ion, or by the Improper cccupancy of said highway right

af way, and In case any suit or action is brought against the State and arising out of, or by reasen of, any of the above causes, the Permities, its/his suscessors ar
aseigns, will upon notice to dhim of the commencement of such action, defend the same at Iteis sols cost and expense and safisfy any judgment which may be
renadered against ihe State in any such suit or action,

PROTECTION OF TRAFFIC  Insofar as the inlerests of the State and the Travelling public are concerned, all work performed under this permit shall be dene under the

Ie! ol the District of the D of T Bon and his i . and hefthey shall indicate bamiers 1o be arected, the
lighting thereod at night, placing of flagmen and watchmen, manner in which fraffic is to be handied, and shall specify to Permitiee how road surface i 1o be replaced if it
[t during . but said supervision shall in no way operate lo relieve or discharge Permittes from any of the chligats by of this

permi, and especially those set forth under Section & thereof,

HIGHWAY DRAINAGE  If the work done under this permit interferes in any way with the drainags of the State Highway aftected, Permittee shall, at is/vs own expense,

make such provisions as the State may direct o take care of said drainaga

RUBBISH AND DEBRIS. Upon completion of work contemplated under this peemit, all rubbish and debris shall be immediately removed and (he roadway and the
roadside lefi in 8 neat and preseniable conditicn satisfactory to the State

WORK TO BE SUPERVISED BY STATE. Al work contemplated under this pemmit shall be done under the supervision of and to the satisfaction of the authorized
tepresentative of the State, and the State hereby reserves the right to order the change of location or removal of any struetsre or installation aulhorzed by this permit at
any tme, said changes or remaval to be made at the scie expense of the parmites,

STATE'S RIGHT NOT TO BE INTERFERED WITH, AN such changes, reconstructing or relocation shall be done by Permittee, In Such a manner as will cause (he léast
Interference with any of the State's work, and the State shall in no way be Bable for any damage to the Permittee by reason of any such work by the State, its agems,
contractors or representatives. or by the exercise of any rights by the State upen the highways by the i { or placed under this permit.

REMOVAL OF INSTALLATIONS OR STRUCTURES  Unless walved by the: State, upon termination of this permi, the Permittee shall remove the instatlations or
Stuclures contemplated by this permil and restore ha premises to the condition exizgting at the time of entering upon the same under this permil, reasonable and
ordinary wear and tear and damage by the elements, or by circumstances aver which the Permittee has na control, excepted

MAINTENANCE AT EXPENSE OF PERMITTEE. Permitiea shall maintain, at fis/his sole expense the instaliations and sfructures for which this permitis granted, ina
condition satisfactory 1o ihe State.

STATE NOT LIABLE FOR DAMAGE TO INSTALLATIONS  In accepting this permit the Permitise agrees thal any damage or injury done to said installations or

structures by a contracior working for the State, or by any State employee engaged in ion, repair, mai oF af the State
Highway, shall be at the sole expense of the Parmitiee.

STATE TO BE REIMBURSED FOR REPAIRING ROADWAY. Upon being billed therefor Permitiee agrees ta promptly reimburse State for any expense ncuired in
Tepainng surface of iwadway due to settiement at installalion, er for any other damage 1o roadway as a result of the work performed under this permit
F : LHEN i &
OTHER CONDITIONS ANDIOR REMARKS. woes e
& Al approach side slopes will be constructed on not kess than & to 1 slope, uniess otherwise appraved.
b Noprivate signs o devices etc., will be constructed of instaliad within the highway right-of-way limits.
c. This permit is valid anly if X ion is leted within i monihy from date of issue.
d

[ See attached asdendum.

Daied M Hudte Montana, s 2AOFIay of_ (2 U"" ber 2008

The

the “Permities” in the L DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

hereby accepts this pemit, together with all of the terms and conditions
sl forth therein

Completed Approach Inspected by:

Date

Permitiee

Title

- One copy of permit o District Administrator for file

- One copy of permil to Applicant

- If Access Controd is Yes, one copy of parmil 1o Access
Manager, R Bureau

-90 -



CN/UPN  Project Id Name/ Location Description Route/Corr. Fed Funds Involved?
Yes[l No[l

(For MDT Use Only)

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FOR: [] Approach Permit [ ] Encroachment/Occupancy (incl.

Utility) [ | Maintenance Projects (w/ No Right-Of-Way Acquisition, Sale or Transfer)

Location: Highway or Route No Y= Milepost(s} S35

Fhysical Address:. 14 & caqlay: faesa Cty: _oyse Rusey

Legal Description:  County: - Township: } ¥ Range: lbu;:. Section(s): 25
Applicant Information:  Name: u_ - Phone: Yl - S - w84y

AL ¥ M

Company/Utility s:ness Phehe:

Mailing Address: Street or Box: JLIVT w2 freen. O Rememan Stz ZipCode & &4 (R
Su L
Impact Questions

Based on ARM 18.2.261 & 23 CFR 771.117 - Actions that qualify for Comment or Explanation

Categorical Exclusion under MEPA or NEPA no  (Use attachments if necessary)

1. Will the proposed action impact any historical sites?

2 Will the proposed action impact any publicly owned parklands,
B recreation areas, wildlife or waterfow! refuges?

3. Will the proposed action impact prime farmlands?

4, a. Will the proposed action have an impact on the human
environment that may result from relocations of persons or
businesses, changes in traffic patterns, changes in grade, or other
types of changes?

b. Has the proposed action ived any preliminary or final app:
from the local land use authority?

For the proposed action, is there documented controversy on
5 environmental grounds? {i.e. - has the applicant received a letter of
- petition from an environmental organization?)

5 Will the proposed action require work in, across or adjacent to listed
: or proposed Wild or Scenic River? (See listing on page 2)

7. Will the proposed action impact air quality or increase noise?

Will the proposed project involve hazardous waste sites?
(Superfund, spills, underground storage tanks, old mines etc.)
Will the proposed action affect water quality, wetlands, streams or
other water bodies? If the answer is YES, an environment-retated
permit or authorization may be required (See Attached “Stream
____ Permitting Guidelines").
10.  a. Are there any listed or proposed threatened or endangered
species, or critical habitat in the vicinity of the proposed action?
b. w||| the pruposnd action adversaly aﬁect listed or proposed
d or g T or fy modify critical

habitat?
Will the proposed action require an environment-related permit or
11, authorization? If the answer is "yes,” please list the specific permits
or authorizations.
I the proposed action on or within approximately 1 mile of an Indian
Reservation?

a. If Yes — Will a Tribal Water Permit be required

Is the proposed action in a “Class | Air Shed" (Some Indian
Reservations)?

Will the proposed action result in mureased traffic volumes,
increased walt or delays on state highways, or have adh i
on other forms of transportation {rall, transit or air movemen ]?

Is the proposed action pan of a project that m:y require other

| permits, | or 7 If“Yes" than
dsscnhe the full extent of the project and any other permits, Ilcenses
or easements that may be y for the i to acq

.A
=

R EERREE KK K KRR

O |O|ojonojo/o ol oooo|o o o.|ang

pa

16. [¥] Attach representative photos of the sites where the proposed action would be implemented.

17. [] Attach map(s) showing the location(s) of the proposed action(s), Township, Range, Section, highway or
route number and approximate milepost(s).

18. Describe Magnitude / Importance of potential impacts: (To be completed by Applicant){Use Attached Sheets)

Checklist prepared by: V1) = n&(uw—*\ Vo 15% \ 9:\(3\1 o\ 3o

Applicant e fle ') Date
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Reviewed for cnmpleteness hy

L gt //}? ,gf/ A e e L. Lo 7-07F
MD'F District Representative Title Date
Approved by:

Environmental Services Title Date

(When any of the items 1 through 13 are checked “Yes")

Transportation Planning Title Date
(When items 14 or 15 are checked “Yes")

Checklist Conditions & Required Approvals

A.

Applicant is NOT authorized to proceed with the proposed work until ALL of the Checklist Conditions have been met
and the required approvals have been obtained.

Completes the checklist indicating a "Yes" or "No" for each item,.

When a "Yes" is indicated on any of the items except 12 or 13, the Applicant must explain the impacts, and for items 1
through 10 describe any appropriate mitigation measures that wlll be taken. Use attachments if necessary. If the
applicant checks “No” and the District feels there may be p I the E Checklist must be
forwarded to Environmental Services.

Ifa "Yes" is checked in item 10 a. (threatened or endangered species), please provide information naming the particular
species and the expected location, distribution and habitat use in the proposed action area, i.e. within the immediate
area of the proposed action and possible direct affects to the species; or, in the g | area on o ion (seasonally
passes through) but does not nest, den or occupy the area for more than a few days - adverse affects are very unlikely.

If the applicant checks "Yes" for any item, the approach psrmfl; occupancy agreement or pen‘nit along with the checklist
and Applicant's mitigation proposai do tion andior [ its must be submitted to MDT
Environmental Services for review and approval.

When the applicant checks “Yes" to any item, the Applicant cannot be authorized to proceed with the proposed work
until the MDT Environmental Services and/or Transportation Planning, as appropriate, reviews the information and signs
the checklist.

Applicant must obtain all necessary permits or authorizations from other entities with jurisdiction prior to i ] the
proposed action or activity.

Montana's Wild and S:mlc Rimm sysmm as published by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, or the U.S.
Departmaniof ‘the Interiar. : i i !

1. Middle Fork of the Flathead. Rwer (baadwatsrs to South Fork of the Flathead River confluence)

2, North Fork of the Flathead Riwr (Canadlan Border ta Middle Fork of the Flathead River confiluence)
3. South Fork of the Flathead River (headwaters to Hungry Horse Reservoir)

4. Missouri River (Fort Bentnn to harles M. Russeli National Wildiife Refuge)
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Beaverhead Floodplain Permit

FLOODPLAIN DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

Issued in: Beaverhead County (Community)  Permit# | 052008
(Name)
{- Issued 10 KL Spear and Jane Spear IRR WEA, Voss Bruce
Address
C/o Chip Lenihan PO Box 3389
City; State: Zip Code:
Telluride Co. 81435
2. Project Location: Big Hole River at LaMarche Creek
Name of Stream/water body at location of activity,
Location Yal Nw |%a| SW |% Sect| 35 | Township| 2N | Range| 13W
Assessor ID# or Tract # 18108735401010000

Project Address

25 Miles West of Divide, MT

3. The proposed development is in the [ | Floodway[ | Floodway Fringe
[:] Floodplain with no elevations

4. The Base Flood Elevation at the project site is:

5. Source Documents:

5821.95

NAVD

X

NGVD

See EA, HecRaz, and other documents in File

6. For structures requiring elevation certification:

MSL Elevation to which lowest floor is to be elevated:
MSL Elevation to which structure is to be flood proofed:

MSL Elevation to which compacted fill is to be elevated:

MSL

MSL

MSL
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7. Brief description of project: A bridge stream crossing of the main channel of the Big
Hole River, a bridge stream crossing on a side channel/tributary of the Big Hole River and
associated approach roads for the project.

t?\' Purpose of Project: To provide vehicular access to the property on the opposite side of
e river.

9. Action Taken:

x | The proposed development is in partial conformance with the applicable

Floodplain Management Standards. A conditional approval is granted,
Conditions attached.

The plan and materials submitted in support of the proposed development are in
compliance with applicable Floodplain Management Standards. Permit is

approved.

The proposed development is not in conformation with the applicable Floodplain
Management Standards the application is DENIED see attached letter of
explanation.

Findings: After approval of the technical review by Jim Beck, regional engineer for
DNRC, the applicants have met the requirements of the Beaverhead County and State of
Montana Floodplain requirements.

Conditions of Approval:

1. Bridges and roads will be constructed as designed and will be certified by a
licensed engineer.

2. Approach roads will be constructed at grade with minimal fill for the
approaches located in the floodplain, to minimize the impacts on the base flood
elevations.

3. A final inspection and approval by the Beaverhead County floodplain
administrator will be required.

In accepting this permit, the applicant understands that all conditions of the permit must be met, all other regulatory
permits have been obtained, an elevation certificate will be provided once project is completed, and agrees to allow
on-site inspections, as needed during or afier construction, to determine compliance with this permit.

UNDERSTOOD AND ACCEPTED THIS DAY OF YEAR

(Applicant)

ol T
F6cal Fletdpfain Administrator)
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Appendix B

Silt Fence

Silt Fence SC-1

BMP Objectives
© Soil Stabilization
@ Sediment Control
© Tracking Control
© Wind Erosion Control
© Non-Storm Water Management
O Materials and Waste Management

Definition and Purpose

A silt fence is a temporary linear sediment barrier of permeable fabric designed to intercept
and slow the flow of sediment-laden sheet flow runoff. Silt fences allow sediment to settle
from runoff before water leaves the construction site.

Appropriate Applications

Silt fences are placed:
= Below the toe of exposed and erodible slopes.

= Down-slope of exposed soil areas.

Around temporary stockpiles.

Along streams and channels.

Limitations

= Not effective unless trenched and keyed in.
= Not intended for use as mid-slope protection on slopes greater than 4:1.

m Must be maintained to remain effective.

Not intended for use in streams, channels, or anywhere flow is concentrated.

Difficult to install and maintain in windy areas.

m Must be removed and disposed of.

62
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Design Guidelines and Considerations

Do not use below slopes subject to creep, slumping, or landslides.
Do not use in streams, channels, or anywhere flow is concentrated.
Do not use silt fences to divert flow.

The maximum length of slope upgradient of the silt fence should be 60 m (200 ft) or less to
minimize flow volumes and velocities and increase the effectiveness of the silt fence.

Slope of areas draining to fence should be less than 1:1 but can be used below steeper slopes
at the Engineers discretion.

Limit to locations suitable for temporary ponding or deposition of sediment.

Fabric life span generally limited to between five and eight months. Longer periods may
require fabric replacement.

Lay out in accordance with MDT Standard Specifications for Geosynthetics Construction
and the Silt Fence (SC-1) Detail Drawing.

For slopes steeper than 2:1 and that contain a high number of rocks or large dirt clods that
tend to dislodge, it may be necessary to install additional protection immediately adjacent to
the bottom of the slope, prior to installing silt fence or use stabilized silt fencing installation
method as shown in the Silt Fence (SC-1) Detail Drawing.

For slopes adjacent to water bodies, additional soil stabilization BMPs shall be used.

Materials shall conform to MDT Standard Specification - Geosynthetic Construction and
Miscellaneous Materials.

Generally, silt fences should be used in conjunction with soil stabilization source controls
up slope to provide effective control.

Trenches should not be excavated wider and deeper than necessary for proper installation of
the temporary linear sediment barriers.

Excavation of the trenches should be performed immediately before installation of the
temporary linear sediment barriers.

Silt fences should be set back at least [ m (3 ft) from the toe of a slope. Where a silt fence
is determined to be not practicable due to specific site conditions, the silt fence may be
constructed at the toe of the slope, but should be constructed as far from the toe of the slope
as practicable.

Construct the length of each silt fence section so that the change in base elevation along the
section does not exceed 1/3 the height of the barrier. This will minimize the chance of

storm water from the higher elevation areas traveling along the silt fence from overtopping
the silt fence in the lower elevation areas. Each silt fence reach should be limited to 150 m

63
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(500 ft) in order to minimize the amount of water that may accumulate in lower elevation
areas.

When stabilized silt fences are required, they should be installed with steel posts and wire
backing following MDT Standard Specifications and the Silt Fence (SC-1) Detail Drawing.

Cross barriers (barriers that limit water movement along the silt fence) should be a
munimum of 1/3 and a maximum of 1/2 the height of the silt fence. Cross barrier placement
along silt fencing is shown in the Silt Fence (SC-1) Detail Drawing.

Maintenance, Inspection, and Removal

Repair undercut silt fences as soon as possible.
Repair or replace split, torn, slumping, or weathered fabric as soon as possible.

Inspect silt fence when rain is forecast. Perform necessary maintenance, or maintenance
required by the Engineer.

Inspect silt fence following rainfall events. Perform maintenance as necessary, or as
required by the Engineer.

Maintain silt fences to provide adequate sediment holding capacity. Sediment should be
removed when the sediment accumulation reaches 1/3 of the barrier height. Removed
sediment should be incorporated in the project at locations designated by the Engineer or
disposed of outside the right-of-way as approved by the Engineer.

Silt fences that are damaged and become unsuitable for the intended purpose, as determined
by the Engineer, should be removed from the site and disposed of outside the right-of-way
in conformance with the Standard Specifications. Replace damaged silt fence with new silt
fence in accordance to MDT Special Provisions and Detail Drawings.

Holes, depressions or other ground disturbance caused by the removal of the temporary silt
fences should be backfilled and repaired.

Remove silt fence when no longer needed or as required by the Engineer. Fill and compact
postholes and anchorage trench, remove sediment accumulation, and grade fence alignment
to blend with adjacent ground.

64
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Preservation of Existing Vegetation

Preservation of Existing
Vegetation SS-2

1 BMP Objectives

[ ® Soil Stabilization

© Sediment Control

o Tracking Control

@ Wind Erosion Control

o Non-Storm Water Management

o Materials and Waste Management

T

il

Definition and Purpose

Preservation of existing vegetation relates to the identification and protection of desirable
vegetation. Benefits of preservation of existing vegetation include minimizing disturbance on
construction sites, erosion control, detention, and infiltration of storm water, biofiltration,
velocity dissipation and aesthetic value.

Appropriate Applications

m Preserve existing vegetation at areas on a site where no construction activity is planned or
where activities may occur at a later date.

m Beneficial for use in wetlands, floodplains, stream banks, steep slopes and other areas where
erosion controls would be difficult to establish, install, or maintain.

m Preservation of existing vegetation is also used to maintain pre-construction drainage
patterns to avoid vegetation die off as a result of water flows being intercepted and diverted
away from the existing vegetation.

® On a year-round basis, temporary fencing can be installed prior to clearing and grubbing
operations or other soil-disturbing activities in areas where no construction activity is
planned or will occur later. Upon Engineer’s approval, flagging or verbal designation of
vegetation preservation areas may be substituted for temporary fencing.

m No grading or disturbances occurs in areas identified on the plans to be preserved.

m Protection of existing vegetation requires planning, and may limit the area available for
construction activities.

12
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Design Guidelines and Considerations

Preservation of existing vegetation is best provided prior to the commencement of clearing
and grubbing operations or other soil-disturbing activities in areas where no construction
activity is planned or will occur later.

Preservation of existing vegetation needs to conform to scheduling requirements set forth in
the special provisions.

Mark areas to be preserved with temporary fencing made of orange polypropylene that is
stabilized against ultraviolet light. MDT Standard Specifications and Detail Drawings
outline the installation of temporary fencing.

Minimize the disturbed areas by locating temporary roadways to avoid stands of trees and
shrubs and to follow existing contours to reduce cutting and filling.

Consider the impact of grade changes to existing vegetation and the root zone.

Locate construction materials, equipment storage, and parking areas to minimize root
compaction. Staging areas should be selected to avoid negatively impacting large areas of
existing vegetation.

Keep equipment away from trees to prevent trunk and root damage.
Maintain existing irrigation systems.

Protective devices are only effective if all personnel understand and honor them. No heavy
equipment, vehicular traffic, or stock piles of construction materials shall be permitted
within the drip line of trees. Removed trees shall not be felled, pushed, or pulled into any
retained trees. Fires shall not be permitted within 30 m (100 ft) of the drip line of any
retained trees. No toxic or construction materials - including paint, acid, nails, gypsum
board, chemicals, fuels, and lubricants - shall be stored within 15 m (50 ft) of the drip line
of any retained trees, nor shall they be disposed of in any way which would injure
vegetation.

Maintenance, Inspection, and Removal

® During construction, clearly marked limits of disturbance should be observable at all times.

Irrigate or maintain the existing vegetation in conformance to the requirements in the
landscaping plan. If damage to protected trees still occurs, notify the MDT Agronromist
and arrange for any repairs. Remove fencing and flagging according to the BMP removal
schedule.

13
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Temporary Seeding

Temporary Seeding SS4

BMP Objectives
Soil Stabilization
Sediment Control
Tracking Control
Wind Erosion Control
Non-Storm Water Management
Materials and Waste Management

OO0 @ 0 0 e

Definition and Purpose

Well-established vegetative cover is one of the best erosion control measures available.
Temporary seeding is the establishment of a temporary vegetative cover on areas with a slope
of 3:1 or flatter that will be exposed for longer than 14 days and that will undergo further
disturbance. Temporary seeding is not the same as erosion seeding. Erosion seeding (as
shown in S5-15) is the immediate seeding of freshly exposed cut and fill slopes steeper than
3:1 that will not undergo further disturbance. Cereal barley is used as the vegetative cover for
temporary seeding. Erosion seeding uses a mixture of seed.

Appropriate Applications

® Temporary seeding is used on disturbed areas requiring temporary protection until
permanent vegetation is established, or areas that must be re-disturbed following an
extended period of inactivity. Temporary seeding can provide rapid erosion protection on
disturbed areas. Once established temporary seeding also traps sediments, promotes
infiltration, and improves the appearance of the site. Temporary seeding is a relatively
inexpensive erosion control measure.

Limitations

m Rock slopes that cannot be excavated by ripping are not temporarily seeded.

® Temporary seeding may not be appropriate in dry areas or periods without supplemental
irrigation.

® Areas impacted by construction traffic will not have successful vegetative growth.

m Temporary seeding should only be utilized when there is sufficient time and conditions are
favorable for the vegetation to become established.
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® Mulching may be necessary in addition to temporary seeding during the establishment of
vegetation because temporary vegetation takes several weeks to establish.

m Steep slopes are not to be seeded with the temporary seeding mix. Erosion seeding shall be
substituted for temporary seeding when slopes steeper than 3:1.

® Temporary vegetation is not appropriate for short-term inactivity (less than 14 days).
m Seeding applications may require fertilizer to establish on poor quality soils.

Design Guidelines and Considerations

m Seeding dates and application rates are as follows:

April 1 —June 30 Cereal Barley — 13.5 kg/ha (12.0 Ibs/ac)
July 1 — August 31 Temporary Seeding Not Recommended
Sept. 1 —Nov. 15 Cereal Barley — 13.5 kg/ha* (12.0 Ibs/ac)

* Do not temporary seed in this timeframe if the area is to be permanently seeded that fall.

= Contact the MDT agronomist, through the Engineer, prior to using substitutions or placing
temporary seeding outside these dates. Substitutions shall be approved in writing by the
Engineer during the construction phase.

m Drill seed slopes of 3:1 or flatter.

m Following to application, roughen the slopes, or areas to be seeded with the furrows
trending along the contours.

m Mulch should be considered in combination with temporary seeding to enhance plant
establishment. Mulch will help keep seeds in place and will moderate soil moisture and
temperature until the seeds germinate.

m All seeds shall be in conformance with MDT Standard Specifications. Each seed bag shall
be delivered to the site sealed and clearly marked as to species, purity, percent germination,
manufacture’s guarantee, and dates of test.

m Follow-up applications shall be made as needed to cover spots of poor germination, and to
maintain adequate soil protection.

Maintenance, Inspection, and Removal

m All seeded areas shall be inspected for failures, re-seeded, and mulched within the planting
season, using no less than half the original application rates. Any temporary seeding efforts
that do not provide adequate cover must be revegetated as required by the Engineer.

m After any rainfall event, the Contractor is responsible for maintaining all slopes to prevent
erosiomn.
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Erosion Seeding

Erosion Seeding SS-15

\

ES

BMP Objectives
Soil Stabilization
Sediment Control
Tracking Control
Wind Erosion Control
Non-Storm Water Management
Materials and Waste Management

OO0 @0 0 e

Definition and Purpose

Well-established vegetative cover is one of the best erosion control measures available.
Erosion seeding is the immediate seeding of freshly exposed slopes. Use erosion seeding on
cut and fill slopes steeper than 3:1 that will not undergo further disturbance. Erosion seeding
is not the same as temporary seeding. Temporary seeding (as shown in $S-4) is the
establishment of a temporary vegetative cover on arcas with a slope of 3:1 or flatter that will
be exposed for longer than 14 days and that will undergo further disturbance. Erosion seeding
uses a mixture of seed.

Appropriate Applications

Erosion seeding is used on freshly exposed slopes requiring temporary protection until
permanent vegetation is established. Erosion seeding provides erosion protection on disturbed
areas and traps sediments, promotes infiltration, and improves the appearance of the site.
Erosion seeding is a relatively inexpensive erosion control measure.

Limitations

m Rock slopes that cannot be excavated by ripping are not seeded.

= Erosion seeding may not be appropriate in dry areas or periods without supplemental
irrigation,

= Erosion seeding vegetation may have to be removed before permanent vegetation is applied.

Design Guidelines and Considerations

m The erosion seed mix and rate of application are found in the MDT Erosion Seeding ($8-15)
Detail Drawing.
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Freshly exposed slopes are to be seeded daily, regardless of the time of year.

Accomplish seeding by manual broadcasting with a shoulder-harnessed spreader seeder or
its equivalent.

Store the recommended mix on-site prior to initiation of slope excavation.

If one or more species is unavailable, contact the MDT Agronomist, through the Engineer,
for the substitute. Substitutions shall be approved in writing by the Engineer during the
construction phase.

The following considerations should be addressed if a hydroseeder is approved by the MDT
Agronomist, through the Engineer, instead of manual broadcasting with a shoulder-
harnessed spreader:

- Hydroseeding typically consists of applying a mixture of fiber, seed, fertilizer, and
stabilizing emulsion with hydro-mulch equipment, which temporarily protects exposed
soils from erosion by water and wind. In order to select appropriate hydroseeding
mixtures, an evaluation of site conditions shall be performed with respect to soil
conditions, maintenance requirements, site topography, sensitive adjacent areas, season
and climate, water availability, vegetation types, and plans for permanent vegetation.

- Selection of hydroseeding mixtures shall be approved through the Engineer by the MDT
Agronomist.

- The following steps shall be followed for implementation:

- Seed mix shall comply with MDT Erosion Seeding (SS-15) Detail Drawing and the
project’s special provisions.

- Hydroseeding can be accomplished using a multiple-step or one-step process. The
multiple-step process ensures maximum direct contact of the seeds to soil. When the
one-step process is used to apply the mixture of fiber, seed, etc., the seed rate shall be
increased to compensate for all seeds not having direct contact with the soil.

- Each seed bag shall be delivered to the site sealed and clearly marked as to species,
purity, percent germination, dealer's guarantee, and dates of test. The container shall be
labeled to clearly reflect the amount of Pure Live Seed (PLS) contained. All legume
seed shall be pellet-inoculated. Inoculant sources shall be species specific and shall be
applied at a rate of 2 kg (4.5 Ibs) of inoculant per 100 kg (220 Ibs) of seed.

- Follow-up applications shall be made as needed to cover weak spots and to maintain
adequate soil protection.

- Avoid over-spray onto the travel way, sidewalks, lined drainage channels, and existing
vegetation.
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Maintenance, Inspection, and Removal

® All seeded areas shall be inspected for failures and re-seeded within the planting season
following guidance from the MDT Agronomist. Any temporary revegetation efforts that do
not provide adequate cover must be revegetated as required by the Engineer.

® After any rainfall event, the Contractor is responsible for maintaining all slopes to prevent
erosion.
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